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BUILDING BACK BETTER: INVESTING IN
IMPROVING SCHOOLS, CREATING JOBS, AND
STRENGTHENING FAMILIES AND OUR
ECONOMY

Wednesday, April 28, 2021

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 12:12 p.m., via Zoom,
Hgn. Robert C. “Bobby” Scott (Chairman of the Committee) pre-
siding.

Present: Representatives Scott, Courtney, Sablan, Wilson of Flor-
ida, Bonamici, Takano, Adams, DeSaulnier, Norcross, Jayapal,
Wild, McBath, Hayes, Levin, Stevens, Leger Fernandez, Jones,
Manning, Mrvan, Bowman, Pocan, Sherrill, Yarmuth, Espaillat,
Mfume, Foxx, Grothman, Allen, Fulcher, Miller-Meeks, Owens,
Good, Harshbarger, Miller, Spartz, Fitzgerald, Cawthorn, Steel,
and Letlow.

Staff present: Melissa Bellin, Professional Staff; Katie Berger,
Professional Staff; Jessica Bowen, Professional Staff; Ilana Brun-
ner, General Counsel; David Dailey, Counsel to the Chairman;
Paula Daneri, Professional Staff; Rashage Green, Director of Edu-
cation Policy; Christian Haines, General Counsel; Joe Herrbach,
Professional Staff; Eli Hovland, Policy Associate; Ariel Jones, Policy
Associate; Andre Lindsay, Policy Associate; Katie McClelland, Pro-
fessional Staff, Richard Miller, Director of Labor Policy; Kota
Mizutani, Staff Writer; Max Moore, Staff Assistant; Kayla
Pennebecker, Staff Assistant; Veronique Pluviose, Staff Director;
Lakeisha Steele, Senior Education Policy Advisor; Banyon Vassar,
Deputy Director of Information Technology; Claire Viall, Profes-
sional Staff; Joshua Weisz, Communications Director; Cyrus Artz,
Minority Staff Director; Kelsey Avino, Minority Professional Staff
Member; Courtney Butcher, Minority Director of Member Services
and Coalitions; Rob Green, Minority Director of Workforce Policy;
Amy Raaf Jones, Minority Director of Education and Human Re-
sources Policy; Hannah Matesic, Minority Director of Operations;
Audra McGeorge, Minority Communications Director; Carlton Nor-
wood, Minority Press Secretary; Chance Russell, Minority Legisla-
tive Assistant; Mandy Schaumburg, Minority Chief Counsel and
Deputy Director of Education Policy; Brad Thomas, Minority Senior
Education Policy Advisor.

Chairman ScOTT. The Committee on Education and Labor will
come to order and welcome everyone. I apologize for the delay, but

o))



2

the Committee is hearing testimony today on Building Back Better:
Investing in Improving Schools, Creating Jobs and Strengthening
Families and our Economy.

This is an entirely remote hearing. All microphones should be
kept muted as a general rule to avoid unnecessary background
noise. Members and witnesses will be responsible for unmuting
themselves when they are recognized to speak, or when they seek
recognition.

I will also ask Members to be please identify themselves before
they speak. Members should keep their cameras on while in the
proceeding. Members shall be considered present in the proceeding
when they are visible on camera, and they shall be considered not
present when they are not visible on camera.

The only exception to this is if they are experiencing technical
difficulties and they should inform the Committee staff of such dif-
ficulties. If any Member experiences technical difficulties during
the hearing he should stay connected on the platform, be sure you
are muted, and use your phone immediately to call the Committee’s
IT director whose number was provided in advance.

Should the chair experience any technical difficulty, or need to
step away from the floor, another majority Member will be hereby
will be authorized to assume the gavel in the Chair’s absence.

This is an entirely remote meeting. And as such the Committee’s
hearing room is officially closed. Members who choose to sit with
their individual devices in the hearing room must wear headphones
to avoid feedback, echoes and distortion resulting from more than
one person on the software platform sitting in the same room.

Members are also expected to adhere to social distancing, and
safe healthcare guidelines including the use of masks, hand sani-
tizer and wiping down their areas, both before and after their pres-
ence in the hearing room. In order to ensure that the Committee’s
five-minute rule is adhered to, staff will be keeping track of time
using the Committee’s field timer.

The field timer will appear in its own thumbnail picture on
screen and will be named 001 timer. There will be no one minute
remaining warning. The field timer will sound its audio alarm
when the time is up. Members and witnesses are asked to wrap up
promptly when their time has expired.

While a roll call is not necessary to establish a quorum in official
proceedings conducted remotely or with remote participation,—I've
been advised that the livestream is experiencing another problem
and I've been asked to pause very briefly.

We about to restart, five, four, three, two, one. In order to ensure
the Committee’s five-minute rule is adhered to staff will be keeping
track of time using the Committee’s field timer. The field timer will
appear in its own thumbnail picture and be named 001 timer.
There will be no one minute remaining warning. The field timer
will sound its alarm when the time is up. Members and witnesses
are asked to wrap up promptly when their time has expired.

While a roll call is not necessary, in light of the delay we’ll skip
the roll call and get to opening statements.

Pursuant to Committee Rule 8(c), opening statements are limited
to the Chair and the Ranking Members. This allows us to hear
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from our witnesses sooner and provides all Members with adequate
time to ask questions.

I recognize myself now for the purpose of making an opening
statement.

Today we are gathered to discuss how substantial investments in
the infrastructure of our schools, workforce and communities will
overcome the COVID-19 pandemic and build back a better econ-
omy for all Americans.

We'’re finally starting to defeat this deadly pandemic. Roughly 3
million people are getting vaccinated every day, and most people
can now get a vaccine in less than 24 hours. The economy created
more than 900,000 jobs in March. 95 percent of schools are open
either full-time for either full-time, in-person instruction or a hy-
brid of in-person and remote schooling.

And despite the many reasons for optimism about America’s fu-
ture, we cannot ignore the ongoing risks that this pandemic is pos-
ing for students and workers. Millions of displaced workers remain
unemployed without skills needed to find good paying jobs. Schools
are unable to ensure the safety of students and staff due to haz-
ardous, outdated facilities.

Families are finding it even more difficult to find safe and afford-
able childcare, and the rising costs of higher education continues
to restrict opportunities for competent students. These challenges
have hit some communities harder than others. This is particularly
true for low-income individuals and people of color who entered the
pandemic with inadequate access to quality childcare, education,
healthcare, and workplace protections.

Over the last year the Committee has worked to protect the lives
and livelihood of our constituents, but we cannot be satisfied with
the return to pre-pandemic status quo. We have the responsibility
to build back an even better economy.

Last month President Biden unveiled the American Jobs Plan
which proposes a range of investments to improve the infrastruc-
ture of our Nation’s childcare centers, schools, and workforce. This
plan invests in our chronically underfunded public workforce sys-
tems by providing 100 billion dollars for apprenticeships, pre-ap-
prenticeships, sector-based training and programs to help displaced
workers build the skills for new careers.

And it ensures a more equitable recovery for workers with bar-
riers to employment by expanding re-entry programs and sub-
sidizing employment especially for disconnected youth. This pro-
posal reflects key elements of the Relaunching America’s Workforce
Act which would invest 15 billion dollars to help workers quickly
re-enter the workforce, as well as the National Apprenticeship Act
of 2021 which the House passed earlier this year.

The President’s proposals ensures that school facilities are safe
for students and staff, and investing 100 billion dollars to repair
outdated and hazardous infrastructure at high-need schools. This
reflects the Reopen and Rebuild America’s Schools Act, which
would provide 130 billion dollars to address the deteriorating condi-
tions in our Nation’s schools and create more than 2 million jobs.

In my district some school staff are concerned about returning to
campus, not just because of COVID-19, but also because some
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school buildings have had mold and other serious health hazards
since even before the pandemic.

We must invest in school infrastructure that the students and
school staff can learn and work safely. The President is also pro-
posing to expand access to safe and affordable child care. Operating
child care facilities and increasing our Nation’s child care capacity.

Moreover, we expect the President to soon propose a robust plan
that would lower the cost of child care for families. Even before the
pandemic too many families could not afford childcare, and more
than half of all families did not even have access to quality
childcare.

Last week Congressman Sablan joined Senator Murray and me
in reintroducing the Child Care for Working Families Act which
would increase childcare capacity, support childcare workers, and
ensure that all working families can afford quality care.

Finally, the President is seeking to boost our Nation’s community
colleges which play a critical role in helping underserved students
access job training and higher education. Unfortunately, these in-
stitutions face severe enrollment declines and funding cuts. In re-
sponse the President’s proposal to modernize this community col-
lege infrastructure will ensure that they have the capacity and re-
sources needed to serve students and job seekers.

We further expect the President to release a proposal to make
community college tuition free and incentive State reinvestment in
higher education. This mirrors the America’s College Promise Act
Which Congressman Levin, and I introduced this week. Today my
republican colleagues may argue that these proposals are unneces-
sary, or unrelated to infrastructure, or maybe too expensive.

But these arguments are unrelated to the actual needs of the
American people. Working parents do not care if access to childcare
is labeled as infrastructure, they care about having a safe, enriched
place for their children to grow and learn while they work.

Unemployed and underemployed workers do not care if job train-
ing programs are branded as infrastructure. They care that invest-
ments in job creation are made to investments and training they
will need to access those good jobs.

A student’s parents and school staff do not care if school build-
ings, or community colleges are called infrastructure. They care
about whether or not all students have access to a quality edu-
cation. So today I hope we can come together to discuss solutions
that will improve the quality of life in our communities and help
build back a better economy.

With that I thank the witnesses for being with us today. I'm
pleased to yield to Ranking Member Dr. Foxx for her opening state-
ment.

[The statement of Chairman Scott follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT C. “BOBBY” SCOTT, CHAIRMAN,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR

Today, we are gathered to discuss how substantial investments in the infrastruc-
ture of our schools, workforce, and communities will help overcome the COVID-19
pandemic and build back a better economy for all Americans.

We are finally starting to defeat this deadly pandemic. Roughly three million peo-
ple are getting vaccinated every day and most people can get a vaccine in less than
24 hours; the economy created more than 900,000 jobs in March; and 95 percent
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of schools are open for either full-time, in-person instruction or a hybrid of in-person
and remote schooling.

Despite the many reasons for optimism about America’s future, we cannot ignore
the ongoing risks that this pandemic is posing for students and workers.

Millions of displaced workers remain unemployed without the skills needed to find
good-paying jobs; schools are unable to ensure the safety of students and staff due
to hazardous and outdated facilities; families are finding it even more difficult to
find safe and affordable child care; and the rising cost of higher education continues
to restrict opportunities for countless students.

These challenges have hit some communities harder than others. This is particu-
larly true for low-income individuals and people of color who entered the pandemic
with inadequate access to quality child care, education, health care, and workplace
protections.

Over the last year, the Committee has work to protect the lives and livelihoods
of our constituents. But we cannot be satisfied with a return to the pre-pandemic
status quo. We have the responsibility to build back an even better economy.

Last month, President Biden unveiled the American Jobs Plan, which proposes a
range of investments to improve the infrastructure of our Nation’s child care cen-
ters, schools, and workforce.

This plan invests in our chronically underfunded public workforce systems by pro-
viding 5100 billion for apprenticeships, pre-apprenticeships, sector-based training,
and programs to help displaced workers build the skills for new careers. It ensures
a more equitable recovery for workers with barriers to employment by expanding
re-entry programs and subsidizing employment, especially for disconnected youth.

This proposal reflects key elements of the Relaunching America’s Workforce Act,
which would invest $15 billion to help workers quickly re-enter the workforce, as
well as the bipartisan National Apprenticeship Act of 2021, which the House passed
earlier this year.

The President’s proposal ensures school facilities are safe for students and staff
by investing $100 billion to repair outdated and hazardous infrastructure at high
needs schools. This reflects the Reopen and Rebuild America’s Schools Act, which
would provide $130 billion to address the deteriorating conditions in our Nation’s
schools and create more than 2 million jobs. In my district, some school staff are
concerned about returning to campus—not just because of COVID-19—but also be-
cause school buildings have had mold and other serious health hazards since even
before the pandemic.

We must invest in school infrastructure so that students and school staff can
learn and work safely.

The President is also proposing to expand access to safe and affordable child care
by upgrading child care facilities and increasing our Nation’s child care capacity.

Moreover, we expect the President to soon propose a robust plan that will lower
the cost of care for families. Even before the pandemic, too many families could not
afford child care and more than half of all families did not even have access to qual-
ity child care. Last week, Congressman Sablan joined Senator Murray and I in re-
introducing the Child Care for Working Families Act, which would increase child
care capacity, support child care workers, and ensure that all working families can
afford quality care.

Finally, President Biden is seeking to boost our Nation’s community colleges,
which play a critical role in helping underserved students access job training and
higher education. Unfortunately, these institutions have faced severe enrollment de-
clines and funding cuts. In response, the President’s proposal modernizes commu-
nity college infrastructure to ensure they have the capacity and resources needed
to serve students and jobseekers. We further expect the President to release a pro-
posal to make community college tuition-free and incentivize State reinvestment in
higher education. This mirrors the America’s College Promise Act, which Congress-
man Levin and I introduced this week.

Today, my Republican colleagues may argue that these proposals are unnecessary,
unrelated to infrastructure, or maybe too expensive. These arguments are unrelated
to the actual needs of the American people.

Working parents do not care if access to child care is labeled as infrastructure—
they care about having a safe, enriching place for their children to grow and learn
while they work.

Unemployed and underemployed workers do not care if job training programs are
branded as infrastructure—they care that investments in job creation are paired
with investments in the training they will need to access those good jobs.

Our students, parents, and school staff do not care if school buildings or commu-
nity colleges are called infrastructure—they care about whether or not all students
have access to a quality education.
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Today, I hope we can come together to discuss solutions that will improve the
quality of life in our communities and help build back a better economy.

With that, I thank our witnesses, again, for being with us today. I am now
pleased to yield to the Ranking Member, Dr. Foxx, for her opening statement.

Ms. Foxx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I thank our witnesses
for being here today also. When President Biden first announced
that his administration was working on an infrastructure plan, I
was cautiously optimistic. Why? Because republicans and demo-
crats agree that investment in American infrastructure is vitally
important.

But here is where democrats get it wrong. When republicans talk
about infrastructure, we actually mean it. We want to invest in
roads, buildings, bridges and highways. For democrats? infrastruc-
ture is anything that appeases their left-wing based and union al-
lies. That’s not an exaggeration.

Ninety-five percent of the Biden administration’s American Jobs
Plan and American’s Families Plan funds a socialist wish list. The
left may be trying to further twist the English language to suit
their political aims, but let’s call these bills what they are—demo-
crat power grabs disguised as infrastructure with little real help
for struggling Americans.

These bills wrongly assume the Federal Government is the solu-
tion to the challenges facing the Nation, rather than the cause. Our
country will exceed 100 trillion dollars in budget deficits by 2050.
Expensive partisan promises are driving that number to record
highs.

President Biden’s solution tax job creators and taxpayers, the
same people who are driving our economic recovery in COVID-19.
We cannot balance our spending sprees on the backs of hard-work-
ing American taxpayers, and our children and grandchildren.

Nor can we continue to blindly throw money at our education
system and call that a solution. Despite allocating trillions in edu-
cation spending over the last several decades, student outcomes are
underwhelming.

Remote learning and the COVID-19 pandemic have only driven
home the importance of targeting local intervention in student’s
success. If our students, particularly students of color, who have
been disproportionately impacted by democrats shut down politics,
are going to bounce back from months of learning loss, and compete
in an increasingly global economy, we need fundamental reform to
our education system, not a few extra zeroes at the end of a budget
request.

Yet despite evidence that more spending alone will not measur-
ably improve student outcomes, democrats are attempting to dive
even deeper into taxpayer’s pockets to shell out billions in addi-
tional education funding.

One hundred billion dollars will be allocated to school buildings
even though only 3 percent of our Nation’s permanent school build-
ings were in immediate need or repair according to Federal data.
This is a failure to assess accurately the problem. A failure to come
up with an adequate solution, and a failure to protect the tax-
payers? funds we've been entrusted with when we were elected to
the people’s house.
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These problems aren’t limited to K-12 education. Government
overreach and easy universal access to taxpayer funds have con-
tributed to exorbitant college tuition rates and the student debt cri-
sis. The democrat’s plan doubles down on failed policies of the past,
wildly assuming that more spending and more government man-
dates are the solution to our languishing educational system.

Democrats love to tell us that offering free college is the answer
to skyrocketing tuition rates, but the cost of post-secondary edu-
cation doesn’t simply disappear. It means someone else is on the
hook for the bill.

Increasing student aid will only drive up tuition prices even fur-
ther. Once again, more money is a far cry from the sensible solu-
tion. The Biden administration’s failure to address the root cause
of our inadequate education system also hampers our ability to cul-
tivate a qualified workforce for the 21st Century.

While our workforce economic recovery ensues, the Biden admin-
istration is ushering in policy that will limit opportunities for work-
ers and job creators, while providing political favors to enrich
democrat’s big labor allies.

The American Jobs Plan calls for all construction projects to uti-
lize project labor agreements, and government mandating, pre-
vailing wages, which discourages non-union contractors from bid-
ding on taxpayer funded construction contracts and will drive up
construction costs by more than 20 percent.

This is far from a win for the American people, rather it’s an-
other win for union bosses. Republicans support policies that har-
ness the power of the free market to create jobs and improve the
Nation’s education and workforce development systems. These pro-
posals fall embarrassingly short of that goal.

Instead of delivering targeted aid that will affect real change,
democrats are once again throwing money at a problem under the
guise of relief. American deserve better. I look forward from hear-
ing from our witnesses today and I yield back Mr. Chairman.
Thank you.

[The statement of Ranking Member Foxx follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. VIRGINIA FOXX, RANKING MEMBER,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR

When President Biden first announced that his administration was working on an
infrastructure plan, I was cautiously optimistic. Why? Because Republicans and
Democrats agree that investment in American infrastructure is vitally important.

But here is where Democrats get it wrong. When Republicans talk about ’infra-
structure,” we actually mean it. We want to invest in roads, bridges, buildings, and
highways. For Democrats, ’infrastructure’ is anything that appeases their left-wing
base and union allies. That’s not an exaggeration—95 percent of the Biden adminis-
tration’s American Jobs Plan and American Families Plan funds a socialist wish list.

The left may be trying to further twist the English language to suit their political
aims, but let’s call these bills what they are: Democrat power grabs disguised as
infrastructure with little real help for struggling Americans.

These bills wrongly assume the Federal Government is the solution to our Na-
tion’s woes rather than the cause. Our country will exceed $100 trillion in budget
deficits by 2050. Expensive, partisan promises are driving that number to record
highs. President Biden’s solution? Tax job creators and taxpayers, the same people
who are driving our economic recovery from COVID-19.

We cannot balance our spending sprees on the backs of hardworking Americans
and our children and grandchildren.

Nor can we continue to blindly throw money at our education system and call that
a solution. Despite allocating trillions in education spending over the last several
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decades, student outcomes are underwhelming. Remote learning and the COVID-
19 pandemic have only driven home the importance of targeted, local intervention
in student success. If our students, particularly students of color who have been dis-
proportionately impacted by Democrats’ shutdown politics, are going to bounce back
from months of learning loss and compete in an increasingly global economy, we
need fundamental reforms to our education system, not a few extra zeros at the end
of a budget request.

Yet despite evidence that more spending alone will not measurably improve stu-
dent outcomes, Democrats are attempting to dive even deeper into taxpayers’ pock-
ets to shell out billions in additional education funding. One hundred billion dollars
will be allocated to school buildings even though only 3 percent of our Nation’s per-
ananent school buildings were in immediate need of repair according to Federal

ata.

This is a failure to accurately assess the problem, a failure to come up with an
adequate solution, and a failure to protect the taxpayer funds we have been en-
trusted with when we were elected to the people’s house.

These problems aren’t limited to K-12 education. Government overreach and easy,
universal access to taxpayer funds have contributed to exorbitant college tuition
rates and the student debt crisis. The Democrats’ plan doubles down on failed poli-
cies of the past, wrongly assuming that more spending and more government man-
dates are the solution to our languishing education system.

Democrats love to tell us that offering free college is the answer to sky-rocketing
tuition rates. But the cost of postsecondary education doesn’t simply disappear, it
means someone else is on the hook for the bill. Increasing student aid will only
drive up tuition prices even higher. Once again, more money is a far cry from the
sensible solution.

The Biden administration’s failure to address the root causes of our inadequate
education system also hampers our ability to cultivate a qualified workforce for the
21st century. While our workforce and economic recovery ensues, the Biden admin-
istration is ushering in policies that will limit opportunities for workers and job cre-
ators while providing political favors to enrich Democrats’ Big Labor allies.

The American Jobs Plan calls for all construction projects to utilize project labor
agreements and government mandated prevailing wages which discourages non-
union contractors from bidding on taxpayer-funded construction contracts and will
drive up construction costs by more than 20 percent. This is far from a win for the
American people. Rather, it’s another win for union bosses.

Republicans support policies that harness the power of the free market to create
jobs and improve the Nation’s education and workforce development systems. These
proposals fall embarrassingly short of that goal. Instead of delivering targeted aid
that will affect real change, Democrats are once again throwing money at a problem
under the guise of relief. Americans deserve better.

Chairman ScoTT. Thank you. And without objection all Members
who will to enter written statements into the record may do so by
submitting them to the Committee Clerk electronically in Microsoft
Word format by 5 p.m. on May 12, 2021.

I will now introduce our witnesses. Rasheed Malik is a Senior
Policy Analyst for Early Childhood Policy at the Center for Amer-
ican Progress. His work focuses on childcare infrastructure and
supply, the economic benefits of childcare and bias and discrimina-
tion in early childhood policy.

He holds a master’s degree in public policy from the Gerald R.
Ford School of Public Policy at the University of Michigan and a
bachelor’s degree in public affairs from Baruch College.

Dr. Neal McCluskey serves as the Director for the Center for
Educational Freedom at the Cato Institution where he focuses on
K through 12, higher education, and educational issues at large. He
has written and co-edited a number of books focusing on topics
such as school choice and the U.S. higher education system.

He holds an undergraduate degree from Georgetown University,
a master’s degree in political science from Rutgers University at
Newark, a Ph.D. in public policy from George Mason University.
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I'll now yield to the gentlelady from Oregon Ms. Bonamici to in-
troduce our next witness.

Ms. BoNaMicl. Thank you, Chairman Scott. I am very honored
to introduce a friend who is a leader in education in Oregon and
nationally. Portland Community College President Mark Mitsui as
a witness today. He has served as a President of PCC, the largest
postsecondary institution in Oregon since 2016. Prior to that Presi-
dent Mitsui served in the Department of Education under Presi-
dent Obama as the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Community Col-
leges.

Before that he was President of North Seattle College in Wash-
ington State. President Mitsui has long been focused on equity in
higher education, and his leadership at PCC, both before and
throughout the pandemic will certainly inform his testimony before
the Committee today. I look forward to hearing from him. Thank
you very much Mr. Chairman, and I yield back.

Chairman ScoTT. Thank you. Our next witness after that will be
Bob Lanter. He’s currently Executive Director of the California
Workforce Association. He’s held various positions at local work-
force investment systems from case manager to Executive Director
of the Contra Costa County Workforce Board.

He previously worked for the U.S. Department of Labor’s Em-
ployment and Training Administration as a Federal Project Officer.
He’s a graduate of California State University East Bay with a
bachelor’s degree in business personnel administration, and indus-
trial relations.

He is adjunct faculty at the California State University system
teaching workforce development.

Brian Riedl is a Senior Fellow at the Manhattan Institute where
he focuses on Budget, Tax, and Economic Policy. He previously
served as a Chief Economist for Senator Portman of Ohio, and as
Staff Director of the Senate Finance Subcommittee on Fiscal Re-
sponsibility and Economic Growth. He served as the Heritage
Foundation’s lead research fellow on the Federal budget and spend-
ing policy from 2001 to 2011. He holds a bachelor’s degree in eco-
nomics and political science from the University of Wisconsin, and
a master’s degree in public affairs from Princeton.

Mary Filardo is the Founder and Executive Director of the 21st
Century Fund. She is a leading national authority and advocate for
improving the equity, efficiency and quality of public-school build-
ings and grounds.

She founded the 21t Century’s School Fund in 1994 to improve
the crumbling public school facilities in the District of Columbia.
She also helped State PK through 12 public facilities, public edu-
cation facilities, at the Council on School Facilities where she is the
founder of the Rebuild America’s Schools Infrastructure Coalition,
known as RASIC.

She has a BA in philosophy and mathematics from St. John’s
College, a master’s in public policy from the University of Mary-
land, and she is a 1979 Truman Scholar from the District of Co-
lumbia.

And we appreciate the witnesses for participating today and look
forward to your testimony. Let me remind the witnesses that we've
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read your written statements and they will appear in full in the
hearing record.

Pursuant to Committee Rule 8(d) and Committee practice, each
of you is asked to limit your oral presentation to a five-minute
summary of your written statement.

Before you begin your testimony please remember to unmute
your microphone. During your testimony, staff will be keeping
track of your time and a timer will sound when your time is up.
Please be attentive to the time and wrap up when your time is over
and then remute your microphone.

If you experience any technical difficulties during your testimony
or later in the hearing, you should stay connected to the platform,
make sure you are muted and then use your phone to immediately
call the Committee’s IT director, whose number was provided to
you in advance.

We will let all the witnesses make their presentations before we
move to Members questions, and when answering a question,
please remember to unmute your microphone. The witnesses are
aware of their responsibility to provide accurate information to the
Committee, and therefore we will now proceed to their testimony.

And I will first recognize Mr. Malik.

STATEMENT OF RASHEED MALIK, MPP, SENIOR POLICY
ANALYST, EARLY CHILDHOOD POLICY CENTER FOR
AMERICAN PROGRESS

Mr. MALIK. Thank you, Chairman Scott, Ranking Member Foxx,
and Members of the Committee. I appreciate the opportunity to
testify today. I'd like to begin my testimony by applauding the re-
lief funding for childcare providers that Congress included in the
recent American Rescue Plan.

The childcare industry was among the hardest hit sectors of the
economy during the COVID-19 pandemic, and without these much-
nleedgd funds, many more programs would have permanently
closed.

I'm also heartened to see that 25 billion dollars has been in-
cluded in the President’s American Jobs Plan, a timely infrastruc-
ture investment that will help upgrade child care facilities so that
provides can meet important health and safety protocols that can
then reduce the risk of coronavirus transmission.

But what I'm really excited to discuss with you all is the prospect
of a once in a generation investment that would dramatically trans-
form our childcare system. For far too long childcare has been an
economic barrier for families and consequently, a restraint on our
Nation’s economic growth.

Parents are rarely prepared for the high costs of childcare. And
on the provider’s side a broken childcare funding model means
many early educators earn poverty wages. The primary source of
revenue funding our childcare providers right now are the tuition
and fees that parents pay, but only the richest families earn
enough to cover what it costs to provide high quality childcare.

And decades of public underinvestment has resulted in a market
based system where families with higher incomes have better child
care choices available to them, and we've allowed something that
should be narrowing opportunity gaps to become an engine of in-
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equality, with the early care and education workforce paying a
price at every stage.

Here are the facts. The childcare development block grant pro-
gram that’s supposed to make care affordable, only reaches 1 in 7
eligible children. Head Start serves fewer than half of those eligible
children. State funded preschools only enroll 34 percent of four-
year old and 6 percent of three-year old. And more than half of
American families live in childcare deserts where there simply
aren’t enough licensed providers nearby.

This puts middle class families in a precarious position with
childcare issues forcing millions of parents, almost always mothers,
to reduce their hours worked, to leave school, or leave the labor
force. My research has shown that in 2018 more than 2 million
parents experienced some kind of childcare related job disruption.

And I think it’s safe to say that number was much higher in
2020. But as surely as there are costs from this problem, there are
huge benefits that come from policy solutions. Childcare gaps may
mean fewer women in the labor force but solving this problem will
allow for more women to join the labor force.

A recent Harvard study analyzing more than 125 policy interven-
tions found that the most cost-effective policies, from a public
standpoint, invested in the education and health of young children.

The basic inputs for economic growth are the size of the labor
force, and the productivity of that labor force. By providing the sta-
bility and economic relief that comes from a well-funded broadly ac-
cessible childcare system. We should expect positive effects on both
of those inputs.

Investing in the potential of the American workforce has never
failed to yield positive returns. I'll finish by highlighting the bold
childcare legislation introduced last week by Chairman Bobby
Scott.

The Child Care for Working Families Act would finally establish
a comprehensive birth to five childcare system. This bill would
move to an entitlement approach to childcare funding, which is the
most sustainable path to a system that can serve all the families
that need it.

It would build upon the current childcare market, preserving pa-
rental choice, and investing in a variety of models, including home-
based childcare and family friend and neighbor care. It would make
child carefree for low-income families, and truly affordable for the
middle class, with a typical family paying about $9.00 a day.

It would raise wages for early educators, but it would also fund
professional development, establish scholarships for credentials,
and partner with higher education institutions to develop a pipe-
line of qualified future early educators. And this bill would do all
of this while keeping the focus on equity—expanding access first
for low-income families, children with disabilities, dual language
learners, children from underserved ethnic and racial groups, and
for geographic areas with low access.

I want to thank you again for inviting me to this hearing, and
I look forward to answering any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Malik follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF RASHEED MALIK

“Building Back Better: Investing in Improving Schools, Creating Jobs,
and Strengthening Families and Our Economy”
U.S. House of Representatives
Committee on Education and Labor
April 28, 2021

Written Testimony of Rasheed Malik,
Sr. Palicy Analyst, Early Childhood Policy
Center for American Progress

Chairman Scott, Ranking Member Foxx, and Members of the Committee = Thank you for the
opportunity to testify today.

I'd like to begin my testimony by applauding the relief and rescue funding for child care
providers that Congress included in the recent American Rescue Plan. The child care industry
was among the hardest hit sectors of the economy during the COVID-19 pandemic, and without
these much-needed resources many programs would have permanently closed, severely
hampering any hopes of a complete and equitable economic recovery.

But it is my honor to appear before you today to discuss the promise and the prospect of a
once-in-a-generation investment in the child care infrastructure that buttresses our modern-
day economy. In my testimony | hope to provide context and data points that outline the scale
of the problem, clear evidence of why public investment would be sensible — highly productive,
even = and, finally, | will discuss the merits of comprehensive legislation that | hope may come
before this committee.

The Child Care Problem Will Not Fix Itself

For far too long, the child care problem has been a limiting factor on our country’s economic
growth. Parents are rarely prepared for the high costs of child care, with one survey finding that
20 percent of parents go into debt to manage these expenses.! On the provider side, a difficult
child care business model results in far too many early educators earning poverty wages for
their valuable, high-skilled work. Decades of public underinvestment has produced a situation
in which families with higher incomes, and often more education and economic opportunity,
have a better set of child care choices available to them. The cost of our inaction over these
many years has been to allow something that should be narrowing opportunity gaps to become
an engine of inequality, with the early care and education workforce paying a price at every
stage.

The primary revenue source funding our child care providers right now are the tuition and fees
that parents can afford to pay. | say, “afford to pay,” because this reliance on parental fees has
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its limit. Very few families have enough resources to cover what it costs to provide high-quality
child care on a per-child basis.? As a result, the typical child care worker makes less than the
typical parking lot attendant?, even though numerous long-term studies have shown high-
quality early care and education has strongly positive effects on children and families in
addition to producing broadly shared social and macroeconomic benefits in the long run.*

We mustn't forget that these early years are a crucial developmental period, when children are
continuously learning, forming more than a million neural connections every second during the
first three years of life. Guaranteeing that young children have access to the best possible care
when they aren’t with their parents is an investment in their safety, health, and cognitive
development during an impertant stage in life. Both high-quality child care and high-guality
preschool or pre-K has been shown to have lifelong positive effects, particularly for children
from disadvantaged backgrounds.®

However, the Child Care Development Block Grant (CCDBG), one of the primary policy
responses to the problem of child care access and affordability, now serves only 1 in 7 eligible
children.® Head Start serves fewer than half of eligible children.” State-funded preschools only
enroll 34% of 4-year-olds and 6% of 3-year-olds.® My research, which has focused on the cost of
child care to families and the child care supply shortages across the country, tells a consistent
story: modern American families face a multitude of challenges, but child care issues are one of
the biggest economic barriers confronting those with young children,

Most families live in "child care deserts,” where the lack of licensed child care options often
means months- or years-long waiting lists, particularly when looking for infant or toddler care.®
This puts many young parents in an ur ble financial si ion, forcing many to reduce their
hours worked, seek out unlicensed care that may not meet minimum standards of safety, or as
is often the case, leave the labor force entirely. In recent years, more than 2 million parents
each year experienced some kind of child care-related job disruption.’®

Those job disruptions are inordinately experienced by mothers, pushing millions out of the paid
workforce and millions more to work fewer, or inconvenient, hours. This is one major example
of how child care is foundational to our economy. The $25 billion proposed in the American

2 hittpis:f orafissues/early-childhood)reports/2018/02/14/446330/child-care-dollar-go/
1 U.5. Bureau of Labor Statistics, “May 2020 National Occ ional and Wage Esti * available at
https:/f bls gow/ nat htm#00-0000. Child care workers are listed under the occupational
code 39-9011. Parking lot attendants are listed under the occupational code 53-6021.
‘ /i fi iatrics/fullarticle/2668645
* {fevi f edarian-project/
* hittps://aspe_hhs gov/system ffiles/pdf/264341/CY2017-Child-Care -Subsidy-Eligibility pdf
D5y asp.org/head-start-missing-population-itSE2%80%99s-de SErve
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Jobs Plan is a critical investment that will help states upgrade child care facilities and increase
the supply of child care in child care deserts. Many child care providers need to upgrade their
physical environments = whether they be child care centers, family child care homes, or Head
Start grantees — so that they can meet important health and safety protocols that can reduce
the risk of c irus transmission. ! In addition, these dollars would help establish a Child
Care Growth and Innovation Fund that states could use to build up the supply of infant and
toddler care in high-need areas, recognizing that child care is essential to economic growth.

But even when parents can find reliable, quality child care, the financial impact is on an order of
magnitude similar to housing costs, health care, or significant student loan debt. Unfortunately,
too many young families are dealing with all four of these expenses, and child care costs are at
their highest for infant care, when many parents may still be recovering from income losses
stemming from a lack of paid leave ~ not to mention all the other new expenses that a young
child brings.!? Investing in these young families means providing economic security and stability
during a pivotal stage in family life.

The Economic Benefits to Investing in Child Care Infrastructure

But just as clearly as there are costs from this problem, there are huge potential benefits to
comprehensive policy solutions. The United States led the world in the growth of women's
labor force participation in the decades following World War II, helping to power the greatest
expansion of the middle class in this country’s history. But as our economic peers invested
greater public resources in early care and education, the U.S. failed to make these necessary
investments. |n recent years, the U.S. has ranked near the bottom of all OECD countries in
terms of public spending on child care and early education.* Cc juently, among developed
economies we now have one of the lowest employment rates for mothers, especially for those
with young children. Add on to that the disproportionate impact of the pandemic on women,
and we are now at recent historic lows for maternal labor force participation and employment.

Though fewer investments in child care leads to fewer women in the labor force, larger public
investments in child care access and affordability are associated with more women in the labor
force. My research has shown that child care deserts are directly correlated with maternal labor
force participation. I've also studied the labor effects of a major universal preschool expansion
right here in the District of Columbia, where preschool has been free to everyone beginning in
2009, Using a variety of methods, | found that full-day, universal preschool for three- and four-
year-olds, when accompanied by sizeable i in teacher compensation, produced a 10
percentage point increase in the labor force participation rate for mothers with young children.
As a result, Washington, D.C. now has the highest maternal labor force rate in the county.

5., . e ANProgress. org £s/ea
'* DECD Family Database, "Publi ding on childcare and early avallable at
£ R/gi5 g £] spending geare and ear £ 2111
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Economists will tell you that the fundamental inputs for economic growth are the size of the
labor force and the productivity of that labor. By providing the stability and economic relief that
comes from a well-funded, broadly accessible child care system, we should expect positive
impacts on both of those inputs. Removing or reducing the choice constraints on parents with
young children will unlock the kind of inclusive, equitable growth that will prove valuable over
time. Investments in the potential of the American workforce have never failed to yield positive
returns, and this set of policies is no different.

Last year, the Center for American Progress published an open letter to policymakers, signed by
more than 100 prominent economists who support the idea that child care is a crucial element
of our economic infrastructure.*® A recent Harvard study reviewed more than 125 economic
and social policy interventions over the past half-century, comparing their long-term benefits
and costs to assign each policy a “Marginal Value of Public Funds.” Far and away, the most cost-
effective policies were those that invested in the education and health of young children.*®

The exciting part of this hearing today is that it appears we are finally listening to these data,
acknowledging the expert consensus, and ¢ idering child care i 1ts in the manner
that many of our global competitors did decades ago. Building back a better, more inclusive
economy that provides good-paying child care jobs and frees up parents to optimize work-life
choices for their family means building a solid economic foundation for a modern, competitive
workforce in a challenging global economy. Investing in our child care sector has an obvious
multiplier effect; child care is one of those industries that supports the labor behind all other
industries. Business leaders have acknowledged this problem for their workforce, especially
during the pandemic, which has laid bare the economic importance of child care.®

The Child Care for Working Families Act and Other Policy Solutions

As you all know, last week saw the reintroduction of major legislation by Committee Chair
Bobby Scott that is meant to address these problems with the goal of building back a better,
more inclusive economy for Amencan famllles, This newest version of Child Care for Working
Families Act is an impl ive approach to establishing a modern child care
system that preserves parental cholce and raises early educators’ wages. I'd like to take this
portion of my testimony to discuss key elements of the bill's structure, as well as to note some
of the new additions that improve upon past iterations of the bill.

Fundamentally, it is important to note that this legislation addresses the three core
components that any comprehensive policy solution needs to tackle: (1) Access, (2)

" Center for American Progress, "An Open Letter from Economists in Support of Child Care” {Washington: Center
for J\menun Prosres 2020:, auallable at
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Affordability, and (3) Quality. This is important because merely addressing one or two
components could, and likely would, lead to unintended consequences for the other(s).
Therefore, compret ive legislation is led for this investment to work in the long-term.

The most transformational aspect of this bill is that it works toward an entitlement approach to
child care funding, which is the most sustainable path to a child care system that serve all the
families that need it.*” This manner of funding would ensure that states can finally make quality
child care free for low-income working families and truly affordable for the middle-class. If child
care were structured as an individual child entitlement, we would finally have a real child care
system as opposed to the status quo, which has been holding back families, child care
providers, and the economy.

Just as importantly, this legislation would increase the wages of nearly all child care workers
and early educators, bringing their compensation in line with their social and economic value.
The Child Care for Working Families Act does much more than increase wages though. It also
funds professional development activities, establishes scholarships for educational credentials,
and partners with institutions of higher education to develop a pipeline of qualified future early
educators. For those with similar credentials as teachers in elementary education, it would
establish pay parity to reflect the similar value of the work. And all these investments include
plans to engage current child care providers and provider organizations so that changes in
compensation acknowledge the underpayments the workforce has endured for too long.

This legislation is wisely designed to couple i in preschool with investments in infant
and toddler child care, recognizing that we need a birth-to-five approach to avoid unintended
consequences across the rest of the early learning system. It gives parents the choice and
flexibility to find the right child care program to meet their schedule and needs. This is not a
one-size-fits-all approach, and it funds home-based child care and even neighbor or relative
care that meets certain health, safety, and educational standards.

Finally, the bill has thoughtfully embedded equity reviews in both the child care and preschool
expansion, so that these systems can be brought to scale with an initial focus on equitable
access. The programs would expand most for children from low-income families, children with
disabilities, dual language learners, children from underserved ethnic and racial groups, and for
geographic areas with low access. States would be instructed to collect disaggregated data so
that access gaps can be addressed properly.

We can make the most of these improvements by coupling these investments with

C i to complimentary prog , such as the USDA Child and Adult Care Food
Program (CACFP), which provides snacks and meals to more than 3 million children at child care
centers, family child care homes, Head Start programs, after-school programs, and homeless

' hitps://edlabor.house gov/imo/media/doc/CONEA FINAL pdf
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shelters. A few key changes to this vital service could allow the program to deliver even more
nutritious meals to children, allowing three instead of two meals per day.1®

Meeting This Moment in History

The inadequacies of our current system are coming at the expense of women who have been
hit hard by the COVID crisis - losing a net of 4.63 million jobs during the recession, more than
the 3.72 million net jobs lost by men.*® The losses for low-income women, women of color, and
single mothers -- all of whom are more likely to be breadwinners who play a vital role in
supporting their families’ economic security — have been even worse. And yet, these same
families are also least able to afford care in the current system, threatening to prolong their
detachment from the workforce. Studies have shown that the longer women are out of work,
the lower their wages are when they return.?®

I'd like to close by noting that this year is the S0'™ anniversary of the bipartisan passage of the
Comprehensive Child Development Act. It is the closest we have ever come to establishing an
accessible national child care system. While President Nixon vetoed the bill, using harsh
language that compared well-intentioned legislation with Soviet-style indoctrination, we must
remember how close we’ve come in the past to acknowledging the importance of child care as
a public benefit to society. A half-century ago, that bill was introduced in the Senate by a
Senator from Minnesota, Walter Mondale, who would go on to become our Vice President and
the Democratic nominee for President in 1984. Mr. Mondale recently passed away at the age of
93, following an inspiring life of dignified public service. | can’t help but think that one small
way of honoring his legislative legacy would be to finally enact a national child care system.

Thank you again for inviting me to this hearing and | look forward to answering your questions.

¢ hitps://talkpoverty.org/2015/07/21 /hunger-child-care-connection/
¥ hitps:/fnwic.org/wp-content/uploads/202 1/04/March-lobs-Day-202 1-v1 pdf

* hitps:/fwww asuw org/issues/eguity/motherhood/

Chairman ScOTT. Thank you. Dr. McCluskey.

STATEMENT OF MR. NEAL McCLUSKEY, PH.D., DIRECTOR,
CENTER FOR EDUCATIONAL FREEDOM, CATO INSTITUTE

Mr. McCLUSKEY. Chairman Scott, Ranking Member Foxx, Mem-
bers of the Committee thank you for inviting me to speak with you
today. My name is Neal McCluskey, and I am the Director for the
Center of Educational Freedom at the Cato Institute, a non-profit,
non-partisan public policy research organization. My comments are
my own, and do not represent any position of the Institute.

Now since the onset of COVID-19 the Federal Government has
significantly increased its spending on education, and with new
proposals that would increase it even more, it is important to ask
whether there’s good reason to expect significant new spending to
result in commensurately better outcomes.

I start though by noting that the vast majority of Federal edu-
cation spending is unconstitutional. Federal Government has only
specific enumerated powers and authority to broadly spend on edu-
cation is not among them. That said, moving on from Constitu-
tionality, does performance today give good reason to believe very
large increases in spending will produce commensurate improve-
ments in outcomes.

In elementary and secondary education, the national data sug-
gests not. Looking at the Federal national assessment of edu-
cational progress long-term trends exam, results for 17 years old’s,
sort of the final products of the K through 12 system, show large
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increases in spending, and not been accompanied by commensurate
increases in learning, at least as judged by these exams.

Between 1959, so looking 12 years before the first long-term
trend reading test, so as to capture 17-year old’s full education, be-
tween 1959 and 2012 real per pupil funding rose from about
$4,000.00 to roughly $13,500.00. In contrast, the share of 17-year
old’s meeting or exceeding the middle performance level of math
rose from just 52 percent to only 60 percent.

In reading, between 1971 and 2012 there was no improvement
for this more than tripled funding. Looking at other tests, and
breaking scores down by proxies for income, the outcomes were
sometimes somewhat better, but not commensurate with spending.

This is especially true since by most measures child welfare
greatly improved, including with real income for the lowest per-
centile of earners rising from about $19,000.00 in 1979 to
$36,000.00 by 2017 after accounting for transfers and taxes.

In higher education Federal spending rose from about 23 billion
adjusted for inflation, 1965, to more than 107 billion in 2012, as
well as greatly increasing student loan volume. This no doubt
helped to increase degree attainment, but also increased prices sub-
stantially.

Much evidence suggests it did not increase learning commen-
surately, including two assessments of literacy that showed literacy
among degree holders dropping appreciably as degree attainment
grew.

We seem to get more pieces of paper called diplomas, but not
greater skills and knowledge. We also found employers increasingly
asking for degrees for jobs that did not previously require them.

In light of the data showing hallowing out degrees, there’s reason
to be concerned about “free” college proposals. Such proposals are
certainly well-intentioned, especially considering the astonishing
sticker price at some colleges and universities. But the root prob-
lem remains.

When the consumer does not pay with their own money, or
money they receive voluntarily from others, they will tend to over-
consume.

Making college free would likely make matters worse than status
quo, limiting any of the discipline inducing requirement that con-
sumers pay for school at least using some of their own money. It
would also hurt what is good about higher education in America.

It must respond to students driving schools to provide better ex-
periences. Making college responsive only to government would
change incentives toward lobbying and navigating bureaucracies. It
could also lead to rationing, as institutions might find themselves
without the resource to expand and greatly accommodate greatly
increased demand.

Community colleges are relatives easy to make free to students
with average tuition fees costing less than the average Pell grant.
What we see in those schools are very low completion rates.

According to the National Student Clearinghouse, the students
that started a 2-year public college in 2014, only 40.2 percent have
completed a program of study within 6 years.

Making public colleges free would likely kill also many private
colleges, often religious, which public institutions cannot be.
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Finally, a bit about school’s physical condition. Again, worry is
understandable, but some data suggests the overall conditions of
the school may not be bad. As recently as the 2012—13 school year,
a Federal report found districts reporting that only 3 percent of
current buildings were in poor condition.

Other data suggests that districts tend to use facility’s money for
building new schools, or other sort of flashy projects. Such basics
as maintaining HVAC systems get lower prioritization.

The desire to put as much money as possible into education is
certainly understandable, but evidence suggests that increased
spending in the past did not translate into commensurate in-
creases, and skills and knowledge, thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. McCluskey follows:]
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1965-66 — basically the beginning of major federal funding — to $14,891 in 2017-18, which is the
last year with available data.’ During just the period of federal involvement, real spending has
tripled.

What has happened to student achi in that time? First a proviso: What people want out of
education, and how to measure achievement, are much less clear than one may commonly
assume. Some people think education is primarily about shaping character. Others, good citizens.
Yet others, about providing students with the skills and knowledge to eam enough money to live

comfortably as adults. Many of these ¢ do not lend tt Ives 1o clear-cut measures.
Meanwhile, those goals that seem like they could be clearly measured — literacy, numeracy — are
not easy to test reliably, with T 1 by test ding, exam length, lcstmg TOOm

conditions, consequences attached to test performance, and morv: As a result, there is no single
metric that can tell us how well our public school system is working.

That said, the federal g blished the National A of Educational Progress
(NAEP) to conduct assessments of different types and on numerous subjects to gauge how the
country’s K-12 system is working. What those scores suggest — in particular the mathematics and
English/language arts scores that address the core of education — is that spending increases do
not translate into lasting impro with the proviso that “commensurate™ is
a subjective term; your mileage may vary.

Most basically, we have seen very little movement on the average scores on the Long—Term
Trend (LTT) NAEP exam for 1 7-year-olds, basically the “final products™ of the nation’s
elementary and secondary education system.* The LTT endeavors to keep the test consistent
from its first to its most recent year in order to have a I of achi

The average score in math in 1978 — the first year the exam was given — was 300 out of 500.° As
of 2012, the last year the exam was given, it was only 6 points higher, at 306. In reading the
results are even less ing, with the age score in 1971 at 285, and in 2012 only 2
points higher at 287, Between 1959 — 12 years before the first LTT reading test, which captures
the 17-year-old’s full education — and 2012, real per-pupil funding rose from $3,852 10 13,554,
a 252 percent increase.

To put the scores in context, the LTT also identifies performance levels with cutoff scores. The
second highest is a score of 300 and above, and seelng the change in zhe share of students
surpassing it may give a slightly different persg on . Here the news

3 “Table 236.55: Total and current expenditures per pupil in public elementary and secondary schools: Selected
years, 1919-20 lhmu.gh 20!.7 18," Digest of Education Statistics, National Center for Education Statistics, August
2020, https:/) ed.g g {d20/tables/dt20_236.55

* National Center for Education Statistics, "1970-2012 Trends (Long-Term Trend Assessment),”
2 ionse i .
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available - starting in 1989-90 and ending 1999-00 - show real higher education spending per
student rising from $20,572 to $28,549."

Unfortunately, high degree attai ding were ied by decreasing literacy
for degree holders. The share of adults who ended the1r formal cducataon with a bachelor’s
degree who were proficient prose readers in 1992 was 40 percent, By 2003 that had dropped to
31 percent. For document literacy the shares dropped from 37 percent to 25 percent. At least in
quantitative results were unchanged, with 31 percent proficient in both years, The direction for
adults with advanced degrees was also bad, with those who were prose proficient dropping from
51 percent to 41 percent, document from 45 percent to 31 percent, and quantitative from 39 to 36
percent, though the latter was not statistically significant. The NAAL results pointed toward
credential inflation — more sheepskins rather than more human capital — and money poorly spent.

The second exam, which has essentially replaced the NAAL, is the Program for the International
Assessment of Adult Competencies (PIAAC), which was administered in 2012/14 and 2017. It is
not directly comparable to NAAL, including that it does not designate “proficiency,” but it does
give us performance levels akin to the NAEP LTT.

In terms of Il and ding, b 2012 and 2017 the share of Americans 25 and
older with a hachelor s degree rose from 30.9 percent to 34.2 percent, while higher education

i d from $28,572 in 2009-10 to $34,606 in 2017-18. The literacy trend
moved m the opposite direction. For U.S. Households with members ages 16 to 65 years old, in
the 2012/14 administration 68 percent of people with more than a high school education scored
in the third literacy level or above. In 2017 only 64 percent did.'* In numeracy the drop was from
57 10 53 percent. More movement in the wrong direction, though the PIAAC drops fell short of
statistical significance.

That higher credentials have become increasingly empty as they have become increasingly
numerous is corroborated by more than just assessments of adult literacy, including such

as time students spend studying. In 1961 full-time students spent 25 hours per-week
studying, in 1980 it was 20 hours, and by 2003 it had fallen to 13 hours."® Add to this drops in
median annual earnings of full-time, year-round workers ages 25 to 34 with bachelor's degrees

for Education Statistics, August 2020,
ps://nces.ed gov| (digest/d (dt19_104.10.a5p7 y

¥ Neal McCluskey calculation using "Table 301.20: Historical summary of faculty, enroliment, degrees conferred,
and finances in degree-granting postsecondary institutions: Selected years, 1869-70 through 2017-18," Digest of
Education S(al:sllcs, August 2020, National Center for Education Statistics,

B fdt1d_301.20.

1 "pIAAC Results: Explore how LS. adults compare to lhe-r international peers and see the latest 2017 U5,
results,” National Center for Education Statistics, h il i 3

* Richard Arum and Josipa Roksa, Academically Adrift, Limited Learning on College Compuses [Chicage: University
of Chicago Press, 2011), p. 3.
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and above between 2000 and 2018,'7 as well as long-term underemployment of about a third of
four-year degree holders,'® a.nd the indicators are powerful that we have massively over produced
with our additi pending and 1l

Free College

In light of the data we have clearly indicating overconsumption and hollowing out of higher

Jucation, there is suk ial reason to be concerned about “free” college proposals. Such
proposals vary in their specifics — they can include government directly funding colleges so they
charge no tuition, no tuition and fees, or even government funding schools directly and supplying
students money for shelter and food — but all have the goal of reducing the amount students pay
for their education.

Such proposals are well intentioned, especially as one iders the ishing sticker prices at
some colleges and universities. But a root problem remains no matter whether govemnment
supplies aid to student or funds colleges directly: When the consumer does not pay the price with
their own money, or money they receive voluntarily from others, they will tend to overconsume
education and direct more of their resources toward non-educational pursuits — partying, or frills
such as on-campus waterparks'® - instead of efficiently focusing on the education they need to
increase their earnings or obtain other core educational ends.

Subsidy-fueled Jentialing also enables employers to increasingly demand degrees that
may signify little about a person’s ability to do a job but that are often easy, basic screens for
employers to weed some people — those who do not even have increasingly easy to get degrees —
out. Indeed, research suggests that just such adding of diploma requirements to unchanged jobs
has oecurred.™ That literacy exams have shown decreasing human capital for degree holders also
points to the nation’s primary higher education problem not being that college is too expensive -
though sticker prices are too high — but massively overconsumed, while putting everyone in a

LLE 'Annual Eammgs, Condition of Education 2020, National Center for Education Statistics, p. 3,

es.ed. fcoefpdf/coe cha.pdf.
¥ "The Labor Market for Recent College " Federal Reserve Bank of New York,
February 12, 2021, fh [college-lab laby
market rates.html.

' One study indicates that other than for top academic performers, most students when choosing among colleges
make their decisions based on amenities. Brian Jacob, Brian McCall, and Kevin Stange, "College as Country Club: Do
Colleges Cater to Students’ Preferences for Consumption?” Journal of Labor Economics, 36, no. 2., (April 2018):
309-348. For a list of college waterparks and recreational facilities see "Best College Waterparks: Top Consensus
Ranked Schools with Mm:ng Auualuc Cenmr.'. CQIIege Consensus,

# "Moving the Goalposts: How Demand fora Bachelofs Degrea 15 Fteshapmg the Workforce,” Burning Glass,
September 2014, https://www.burni P tfupl \g_the_Goal pdf.
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sector aims for a low-cost model. Whatever the reason, completion rates for ¢ i 1l
are very low. According to data from the National Student Clearinghouse, which has data on
about 97 percent of total college enrollment, of the cohort of students who started college in
2014 and did so at a two-year public college, only 40.2 percent had completed a program of
study within six years.** To put that in perspective, 76.7 percent of students who had started at a
four-year not-for-profit private school had completed their program.

Of course, making public colleges free would hurt, and likely kill, many private colleges — often
religious in nature, which public institutions cannot be — which would find competing against
“free” impossible.** Except, that is, for elite institutions such as Harvard, Stanford, Yale, and
other rare institutions with big names and large endowments, which would become even more
preserves for the rich as others swarmed free schools. OF course, were free public colleges to
continue to be allowed to be selective in enrollment we would still see elitism beyond the
wealthy being able to pay for high-profile private institutions, including wealthi

in K-12 systems in which there is more knowledge about how to work in an increasingly
bureaucratic system to gain entry to preferred schools.

likely

a

Free college would make higher education less expensive for and perhaps for society, if
it were to replace subsidies to students. But the effects would almost certainly be overall losses,
as we either produced more credentials in an already glutted market, in the process requiring
even more credentialism just to stay in one place, or forced rationing which would likely favor
the well-connected and maybe still not reduce the glut to a reasonable level. And it would almost
certainly sacrifice quality in a system which, for all its serious flaws, dominates lists of top
institutions in the world.*®

School Conditions
An emphasis of the Biden administration is fixing the nation’s infrastructure such as roads and

bridges, to include school buildings. According to a 2020 GAO report, about 41 percent of
districts report that at least half of their schools need updates or replacements of the HVAC

 completing College National and State Reports, Natnunal Student Clearinghouse Research Center, December
2020,p. 4, {{nscresearcheenter.ongfwp-c Report 2020.pdf.

 p 2016 analysis of presidential candidate Hillary Clinton's plan to eliminate tuition for all in-state students whose
families made less than $125,000 per year estimated that the plan would result in an 11 percent enroliment loss
for private schools. Anthony P. Car\ne\fale. Martin Van Der Wed and Cary Lou, "The Enrollment Effects of Clinton's
Free College Proposal,” B L ity Center on E ion and the Workf: 20186, p. 3. That would
likely doom many less wealthy, and prestigious, private colleges.

* For instance, eight of the top ten unmemtue.‘. in the Times Hnsher Ed'u:al-on “World Unm-rsul\r Ranl:rngs 2021%
were in the United Slates, peiffw Y
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qyslems, abnut 28 percent of their interior light fixtures, and more.”” That may seem like a

ion, but the available evidence suggests that there is no crisis of crumbling
schcols. and that major federal aid dollars would not largely be used to repair important, but
hidden and dull, items such as HVAC units. It would be used for flashy things schools do not list
as in need of replacement or repair, such as purchasing and installing new technology.

First, the overall lition of schools may not be especially bad. As recently as the 2012-13
school year, a federal report found school districts reporting that only 3% of permanent buildings
were in “poor” condition, meaning they fell short of “minimum requirements for normal school
performance.” That rose to 9% for portable buildings. Even in poor districts — those with at least
T5% low-income students — only 4% of permanent buildings were reported to be in poor
condition, and roughly 8% of portables.”®

Other data suggest that districts tend to use facilities money for building new schools, which can
again be “flashy™ projects that draw a lot of positive public attention. A survey of readers of the
journal School Planning and Management found that 59 percent of districts in 2019 completed
some sort of mnstruchcn project, including nearly one-quarter competing construction of new or
replacement buildings.” 58 percent planned 10 start new conslrucnon pmjcms in 2020. [t also
seems that, when asked to pay for their own infy are hesi with the
survey finding that a ec ly reported i diment to oonsr.n.lcnon is “community support to
pass a bond referendum.” People tend to be strict when their money is involved.

The GAO also reported findings suggesting that districts are more willing to put money into
high-profile items like technology than nuts-and-bolts such as boilers. “Student access to
technology™ were districts’ second highest priority, after “safety and security (e.g., cameras,
alarms, access control),” despite the facl that employers are looking for “soft skills” like good
rather than technol . which young people tend to have as “digital
natives.”® As GAO investigators reporb:d of a Rhode Island distriet, “Officials said pamcn 15
in public forums told them they preferred educational enhancements over facility repairs.”
Officials in other districts talked about having to bundle more “fun™ stuff, like equipment for
robotics labs, with HVAC repairs to get the latter passed, which is an inefficient use of funds.
Finally, new schools do not tend to be simple replacements, but they keep getting bigger, with

7 "sehool Districts Frequently identified Multiple Building Systems Needing Updates or Replacement,” GAO-20-
494, United States Government Accountability Office, June 2020,

* Debbie Alexander, Laurie Lewis, and John Ralph, "Condition of America’s Public School Facilities: 2012-13: First
Look,” National Center for Education Statistics, March 2014,

# "2020 Facilities and Construction Brief,” Spaces dlearning, January/February 2020, p. 8.
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data showing that between 1995 and 2014 space increased by 30 square feet for each high school
student, 45 square feet for each middle school child, and 80 square feet per elementary school
child.*?

It is not clear that public schools in general are in seriously poor condition, nor that were they to
receive large sums of federal money it would be used to address primary, but unglamorous,
problems, like updating HVAC systems. It is also worth noting that in contrast to understandable
predictions at the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic, school districts have likely not taken
major financial hits. Indeed, state and local tax revenues were higher in calendar year 2020 than
2019, and some states and districts are struggling to determine how to use the federal windfall
through the three COVID-19 relief bills: CARES, CRRSA, and ARPAY

Conclusion

The desire to put as much money as possible into schools at all levels is understandable.
Education is generally a good thing, and other things equal, when we spend more on something
we get more of it, higher quality, or both. But existing evidence suggests that increased spending
in the past did not translate into commensurate achievement gains. In elementary and secondary
education more spending tended to coincide with small if any achievement gains for those at the
end of K-12 schooling, including for the low-income students federal money is supposed to
target. At the higher education level, where the federal impact is much greater and, hence, more
clear, greater spending would likely create more credentials but less learning per credential,
while fueling a vicious cycle of credentialism that forces more and more people to spend
precious time in school without much leaming. And as we have seen, the more people use other
people’s money for things, the less efficient expenditures tend to become. For these reasons, and
because the Constitution does not authorize any education spending outside of federal lands,
Congress should steer clear of major increases in education spending.

B paul Abramson, *20™ Annual School Construction Report: National Statistics, Building Trends, and Detailed
Analysis,” Schoo! Planning and Management, February 2015, p. 29.

* State representative Randy Fine (R - Dist. 23) of Florida recently said, "It is an absolute travesty that the federal
government has put our children in debt to give us education funding that we simply do not need,” quoted in Ana
Ceballos, "Billions in federal ald a ‘monkey wrench’ in Leglslature’s education budget process,” Miami Herald, April
21, 2021, hitps:/fwww, herald [news/politic: fstate-

politics/article 250834734 htm| ink=cpy. hile, as of the end of February no state had spent more than
26 percent of the COVID-19-related money Congress provided in 2020. From Robert Maranto and Ben Scafidi,
“Biden's school plan doubles down on same old failure,” The Hill, April 22, 2021,

https://thehill com/opini of /549107 -bidens-school-plan-doubles-di 1d.

failure® YIKoZ nZlah twitter

Chairman ScoTT. Thank you. Mr. Mitsui?

STATEMENT OF MARK MITSUI, PRESIDENT, PORTLAND
COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Mr. MiTsul. Hello Chair Scott, Ranking Member Dr. Foxx, and
Members of the Committee, and again in particular our amazing
Representative for Oregon, Suzanne Bonamici than you so much
for your kind introduction.

For the record my name is Mark Mitsui, and I'm President of
Portland Community College in Portland, Oregon. Thank you for
having me here today to speak with you about the role workforce
training will play in our recovery, and the critical need for invest-
ments in community college infrastructure.

Speaking of infrastructure, in Portland we have a lot of bridges,
and I think of Portland Community College as one of them. On one
side of our bridge we have hard working people who just need an
educational opportunity. And on the other side we have high-
skilled jobs that offer living wages that need to be filled.

We, like all community colleges, are the bridge that connects the
two. Investments in the students who cross the bridge, and invest-
ments in the bridge itself can keep America on the forefront of the
world economy and create a more equitable recovery.

That’s why we appreciate the President’s proposed 12-billion-dol-
lar community college infrastructure investment. Developing lead-
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ing edge skills requires leading edge equipment and facilities. That
equipment is getting old, and our facilities are as well. Due to inad-
equate funding, academic facilities have a backlog of infrastructure
deferred maintenance projects.

In evaluating facility needs the American Association of Commu-
nity Colleges estimates that the national total deferred mainte-
nance, renovations and upgrades to be 60 billion dollars. While
there is a cost to these needed improvements, the good news is that
community colleges are a great investment.

At PCC, for every public dollar that’s invested in our college, tax-
payers see a $2.70 return. Society has a whole in Oregon, sees a
return of $8.20 in reduced social cost and increased earnings. Like-
wise, a national commitment to education and training is also es-
sential because post-secondary credentials are the new minimum.

According to Georgetown University, 99 percent of jobs created
during the last recovery went to those with at least some post-sec-
ondary education. According to the Lumina Foundation about half
of adults between the ages of 25 and 64 lack a post-secondary cre-
dential.

Without upscaling opportunities, half of the adults in this coun-
try are at risk of being locked out of the next economy. We also see
that COVID is accelerating automation, as employers seek to pan-
demic-proof their operations. The World Economic Forum estimates
that by 2025 on a global basis, automation may displace 85 million
jobs, and foster 97 million new roles.

Here in the U.S. this shift will disproportionately impact our
most marginalized communities. Clearly, community colleges are a
bridge between the old jobs lost, and the new ones gained. Another
key barrier to building back better is basic needs and security.

According to a national survey conducted during the pandemic by
the Hope Center at Temple University, nearly 60 percent of re-
spondents indicated they experienced either food or housing insecu-
rity with a black/white gap of 60 percent. I applaud components of
the America’s College Promise Act that could push states to ad-
dress food and housing insecurity resulting in higher completion
rates.

ACP also incentivizes states to reinvest in our colleges, which
will reduce tuition and student debt. And I can’t over-emphasize
the importance of the student success components of this bill, in-
cluding the establishment of the Student Success Fund.

Finally, support of minority service institutions like on
AANAPISI’s, HBCU’s, and TCU’s are essential for bridging equity
gaps. In conclusion, I'd like to end with a student’s story. Tara Rob-
erts, a single mom with three children came to PCC. She was in
tears when she reached for the classroom door for the first time,
frightened but determined.

At PCC she found a community that supported and challenged
her. Well Dr. Tara Roberts, now holds a doctorate in nursing, and
is an administrator at Virginia Garcia Memorial Health Center. All
eight of her children completed post-secondary education, two now
teach at PCC.

America’s College Promise in the infrastructure investments are
about helping more people like Tara and their families cross that
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bridge to a better life. Thank you for the opportunity to speak with
you today.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Mitsui follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARK MITSUI

Portland
Communnty
College

U.5. House of Representatives Committee on Education and Labor
April 28th, 2021

Building Back Better: Investing in Improving Schools, Creating Jobs, and Strengthening Families
and our Economy

Mark Mitsui

Portland Community College President

Hello Chair Scott, Ranking Member Foxx, and members of the House Education and Labor
Committee,

For the record my name is Mark Mitsui, | am the President of Portland Community College, in
Portland Oregon. Thank you for having me here today to speak with you about the role
workforce training will play in our recovery and the critical need for investments in community
college infrastructure.

WHY ARE COMMUNITY COLLEGES A GOOD INVESTMENT?

9 9 0/ of jobs created during the last recovery went to those
(o)

with at least some postsecondary education.

In Portland, we have a lot of bridges and | think of Portland Community College (PCC) as one of
them. PCC is a bridge to opportunity and a better life through education and training. PCC is
also a bridge that brings needed talent to local employers. In our community, like communities
across this nation, on one side of the bridge are hardworking, talented people who need
educational opportunity. On the other side, we have jobs that offer a living wage and keep our
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economies growing. The community colleges are the bridge between those sides. By investing
in the students who cross the bridge, and by investing in the bridge itself, we can help keep
America on the forefront of the world economy and create a more equitable recovery. The
community colleges are a key part of a functioning economy. An investment in community
college infrastructure is vital to ensuring that our students are prepared for the jobs of the
future.

Postsecondary credentials are the new minimum —according to Georgetown University, 99%
of jobs created during the last recovery went to those with at least some postsecondary
education. ! As we look to build back better, to create an inclusive economy, we need to create
pathways for individuals to develop the skills and earn post-secondary credentials.
Unfortunately, about half of adults between the ages of 25 and 64, lack this new minimum, i.e.
a postsecondary credential (“postsecondary credentials” include short term credentials,
associate’s degrees, bachelor’s degree or a graduate degree). 2

In addition, the pandemic and rapid advancements in artificial intelligence are accelerating

aute ion as employers seek to pand -proof their operations and increase productivity.
For example, robot sales increased in non ive facturing by 64% in the 4th quarter
of 2020.% The World Economic Forum estimates that by 2025, on a global basis, the time spent
on work by humans and machines will be equal and this shift will displace 85 million jobs and
create 97 million new roles within the same time frame.® Here in the US, this shift will impact
our most marginalized communities® because automation will replace low-skill, repetitive tasks
that are disproportionately filled by lower-income workers without postsecondary credentials.

Clearly, community colleges are at the intersection of these trends. Old jobs will be lost and
new ones gained. The community colleges provide options for existing workers to upskill and
new talent to enter into new, quality jobs that offer economic mobility. Workers need the
community colleges to get those new skills.
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The good news is that the nation’s community colleges provide an excellent return on
investment. For example, for every dollar that taxpayers invest in PCC, they see a $2.70 return
(see attachment).

Mationally, the community colleges serve 41 % of all undergraduates,
56% of Native American undergrads, 53% of Latinx undergrads,
43% of African American undergraduates and 38% of Asian Pacific Islanders.

Ir its in the cc ity colleges also make sense if our country wants an economic
recovery that is equitable. Community colleges serve a greater share of students of color than
d-year universities at a far lower cost. Nationally, the average community college tuition cost
per year is $3,770 vs. 510,560 at a public 4-year university.® Nationally, the community colleges
serve 41% of all undergraduates, 56% of Native American undergrads, 53% of LatinX
undergrads, 43% of African American undergraduates and 38% of Asian Pacific Islanders.”

One example of a community college program that is already improving outcomes for first
generation students of color is PCC's Future Connect program (a program that offers tuition
assistance and wrap-around supports for low income students). For more information please
see our video link in the footnote.®

WHY ARE NEW CAPITAL INVESTMENTS NECESSARY?

The community colleges are our nation’s bridges to the
future, a critical part of our nation’s human infrastructure.
As the pandemic recedes, we are not looking simply to snap back to the way
we were. We are working to emerge better able to meet the future, today.
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Community colleges are enthusiastic, and thankful, for President Biden's Jobs Plan’s $12 billion
C ity college infi ture investment. We believe that this is a welcome and much
needed initial investment. The reality on the ground is that deferred maintenance and the need
this initial . The increasing
sophistication of technical education, which has a growing virtual component, requires
continuous, large-scale capital investments. Nationally there is significant deferred
maintenance and a call to refabricate outdated training centers and college buildings to meet
the needs of tomorrow. If we want leading-edge workers with leading-edge skills, we need
leading-edge equipment and instructional buildings.

for new or renovated instructional facilities far ol

In addition, academic facilities across the array of community colleges need modernization.
Unfortunately, state and local support falls far short of this need. This results in an increasing
backlog of unaddressed infrastructure projects and a mounting number of deferred
maintenance needs, with an inevitable impact on educational opportunity. And now, as a result
of COVID, buildings not only need to be designed with fires, earthquakes and sustainability in
mind, but pandemics as well. Flexible space is needed to meet physical distancing requirements
and heating ventilation and air-conditioning systems upgraded to meet airflow requirements.

Furthermare, across the state of Oregon you can see that the infrastructure cannot meet the
current demands. Each year millions of dollars worth of requests for upgrades go unanswered
from the state. Examples include, bonding capacity for new buildings, delayed safety
improvements, transportation accommodations for students, room for profit generating
incubators, and investments in classrooms for emerging disciplines.

New instructional technology could also be made possible by a community college
infrastructure investment. At Portland Community College, we are pursuing a pilot project using
augmented and virtual reality technology (AR/VR). Initiated originally due to the pandemic, we
are finding potential post-pandemic applications. We found that the students love it, job
opportunities are growing daily, and industry analysis indicates there are measurable benefits
in learning outcomes. The main barrier to adopting this teaching modality across multiple
programs going forward is the one-time cost of equipment and associated software.

In evaluating facilities needs across all community colleges, the American Association of
Community Colleges (AACC) estimates that the national total deferred maintenance, needed
renovations and upgrades to be S60 billion. This does not include new construction that
colleges hope to undertake in the coming months and year. The President’s community college
proposal is a great start and desperately needed.
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Finally, on April 22, 2021, President Biden announced a new climate target which will create
new “green” jobs across many sectors. ACP and community college infrastructure investments
can power a transition to a more just and carbon free economy by training workers to fill these
new jobs and therefore avoid delays in the adoption of clean technology due to a skills gap.
Without this investment, a new skills gap and a bigger equity gap are almost guaranteed.

The community colleges are our nation’s bridges to the future, a critical part of our nation’s
workforce. As the pandemic recedes, we are not looking simply to snap back to the way we
were. We are working to emerge better able to meet the future, today.

STUDENT BARRIERS TO SUCCESS
% 14% | 41% 13%
60% o o o
experienced experienced indicated that mentioned losing
either food or houselessness a close friend or a loved one
housing insecurity relative was sick due to the disease

with COVID

The other half of the equation for our most vulnerable students is basic needs insecurity. This is
a key barrier to access and completion. According to a national #RealCollege survey that was
administered after the pandemic began, by the Hope Center at Temple University, nearly 60%
of respondents indicated they experienced either food or housing insecurity, and 14% indicated
experiencing houselessness, There were also significant disparities in basic needs insecurity. For
example the Black — white gap was 16%. Additionally, 41% indicated that a close friend or
relative was sick with COVID and 13% mentioned losing a loved one due to the disease. Black,
Indigenous and LatinX students were twice as likely to report losing a loved one to COVID than
were their white counterparts. Community college students were hit particularly hard by
unempl with 42% of stud who were employed part time losing their jobs and 31%
of students working full time, losing their employment.? What can states do to address critical
barriers like basic needs insecurity?

Portland Community College is leading an initiative called Pathways to Opportunity (PTO). All 17
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of Oregon’s community colleges are working with Oregon’s Department of Human Services and
many community-based organizations to integrate public benefits and wrap-around support
services. One component of PTO is our STEP Project, Oregon’s SNAP 50/50 program. All 17
community colleges are now part of the SNAP Employment and Training Program. In
partnership with the Oregon Department of Human Services and the USDA Food and Nutrition
Services division, we are employing a career pathways approach to moving food stamp eligible
students out of poverty through education and training (see attachment). This work has
inspired Oregon HB 2835, a state bill that if passed, would put a benefits navigator on public
community college and university campuses across the state. Legislation like this ensures that
all students are able to access the benefits and resources they qualify for, to gain the skills and
credentials they need for good jobs (see attachment on PTO).

THE BENEFITS OF AMERICA’S COLLEGE PROMISE

In order to successfully complete training of any kind,
wrap around supports are essential, particularly supports
that address basic needs at the state and institutional level.

In addition to the need for community college infrastructure is a plan to once again make
workforce training and college affordable and accessible. America’s College Promise (ACP)
creates a federal-state partnership to provide free community college tuition, incentivizes and
supports state reinvestment in public higher education, and provides grants to HBCUs, TCUs,
and MSIs, such as AANAPISI's to eliminate or reduce the cost of tuition for low-income
students. There are a lot of strong policy elements to ACP. For example, it is a first-dollar-in
program. This means that additional financial aid will give students a chance to pay for their
basic needs and complete faster. ACP incentivizes states to rei in our community colleges.
After the last recession, tuition prices increased as higher education budget cuts were used as a
relief valve for state budgets. Suffice to say, by making tuition $0 and by incentivizing states to
improve access to and integration of benefits prog for college students, ACP is addressing
key barriers to completion during and after the pandemic.

| cannot overemphasize the importance of the student success components of this bill,
including the requirement to address basic needs insecurity and the Student Success Fund grant
program. In order to successfully complete education and training of any kind, wrap around
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supports are essential, particularly supports that address basic needs at the state and
institutional level.

With proper support, our nation’s community colleges can meet this challenge. America’s
College Promise, with its emphasis on incentivizing state support,

will be an important strategy to upskill our workers, keep America on the global leading edge of
technology and prevent both a skills gap and an equity gap in the coming recovery.

Finally, support for Minority Serving Institutions, HBCUs, and TCUs, are essential for bridging
the equity gaps in our country. I'd like to end today with a student story. Tera Roberts was a
single mom with eight children when she came to Portland Community College.*®

L]

TERA ROBERTS

She was in tears when she grabbed the Biology classroom door for the first time, frightened but
determined. At PCC she found a community that supported and challenged her. Well, she was
more than successful. Dr. Tera Roberts, now holds a doctorate in nursing and is the Associate
Medical Director of School Based Health Centers at Virginia Garcia Memorial Health Center. All
eight of her children have completed postsecondary education and two of her children now
teach at PCC. America’s College Promise and the Community College infrastructure investments
are about helping more people like Tera Roberts make it across that bridge of opportunity,

10 Tera Roberts Film
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leading their family along with them to the other side. | ask that you support these packages
and consider the positive, nationwide, and generational impacts of these investments.

Sk s

Mark Mitsui

President Portland Community College

Chairman ScOTT. Thank you. Mr. Lanter.

STATEMENT OF BOB LANTER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
CALIFORNIA WORKFORCE ASSOCIATION

Mr. LANTER. Good afternoon Chairman Scott, Ranking Member
Dr. Foxx and Members of the Committee. My name is Bob Lanter,
Executive Director of the California Workforce Association, and I'm
honored to join you to discuss the Federal investments needed to
create jobs and further stimulate our economy.

The proposed 100 billion Federal investment in the American
Jobs Plan would set our country on a sustainable, equitable path,
at a severe economic disruption. I will touch on the following policy
and funding recommendations to ensure key components of the
American Jobs Plan are met.

The Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act, WIOA, should be
directly funded to provide immediate and economic recovery serv-
ices. Funding must be made available to ensure communities can
build equitable recovery. Fund industry, and sector-based training
to build talent pipelines that lead to family sustaining wages and
invest in proven and effective models.

WIOA’s workforce boards, networks of local education, training
providers, business, labor management partnerships and economic
development organizations invest Federal funds to businesses and
individuals that need them most. Increased direct funding through
workforce boards allows for these existing partnerships to expand,
and addresses significant workforce challenges we face, like long-
term unemployment and job losses due to COVID.

The principles for the workforce investments in the American
Jobs Plan, come from the Relaunching America’s Workforce Act.
Legislation led by Chairman Scott and many others on this Com-
mittee, which provides additional funding and important flexibili-
ties to WIOA, like funding workforce board and community college
partnerships, and increasing the cap on incumbent worker train-
ing.

As we know now, impacts of COVID hit the most vulnerable pop-
ulations earlier and longer. These effects continue to create signifi-
cant barriers to employment for minorities, women, disabled indi-
viduals, out of school use, and ex-offenders, among others. Access
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to childcare, transportation, food, and housing often prevent these
individuals from enrolling in education, or even getting a job.

We continue to see signs that an economic recovery may not
mean everyone will recover equitably. The American Jobs Plan
calls for 12 billion dollars to be targeted to build equity in labor
markets. We have begun work like this in California as the bipar-
tisan Breaking Barriers Initiative provides 15 million dollars to
partnerships between community-based organizations and work-
force boards serving vulnerable populations like ex-offenders.

The Initiative focuses on three outcomes, enrollment into post-
secondary vocational education, enrollment into apprenticeship pro-
grams, or placement into a job that has a career path to self-suffi-
ciency.

Workforce boards are well-positioned to deliver these services at
wider scale with the funding proposed. The American Jobs Plan
calls for a 40-billion-dollar investment in new dislocated worker
programs and sector-based initiatives.

Our nation’s training system must allow laid off workers to re-
tool, but also provide necessary supports to complete training pro-
grams and obtain quality employment, especially those Americans
who are long-term unemployed. In California the High Road Train-
ing Partnerships Initiative is a 25-million-dollar demonstration
project designed to model sector-based strategies from around the
State, ranging from transportation to healthcare to hospitality, the
HRTP model exemplifies the focus on industry partnerships that
deliver equity, sustainability and job quality.

The American Jobs Plan proposes 48 billion to build the capacity
of the workforce development system. One of the key areas for this
effort is registered apprenticeship—a proven earn and learn model.
Workforce boards could become more active intermediaries in reg-
istered apprenticeship, and increased participation from non-tradi-
tional industries.

Costs for curriculum development, training for wage subsidies
and data collection validation should be allowed and supported
through this legislation. Job creation strategies like these will en-
able us to build our regional economies back stronger.

In closing, the investments in the American Jobs Plan will facili-
tate thousands of successful workforce and economic development
models like the ones I have spoken about in my testimony, pro-
viding resources that are desperately needed by workforce stake-
holders will lead millions of individuals from unemployment and
low-wage, dead-end jobs to careers that will lead them on a path
for a positive degree.

Thank you for inviting me Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member,
and I look forward to the opportunity to answer questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lanter follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF BOB LANTER

Cwda

california workforce associa
April 28, 2021
House Education and Labor Committee

Full C i Hearing: Building Back Better: g in Improving Scheols, € g lobs,
and Strengthening Families and our Economy

Testimony Provided by: Bob Lanter, Executive Director, California Workforce Association

Introduction

Good afternoon Chairman Scott, Ranking Member Foxx, and members of the Committee. My
name is Bob Lanter, Executive Director of the California Workforce Association, a non-profit
representing the 45 local workforce development boards across our state. | am honored to join
you to discuss the urgent federal investments needed to create jobs and further stimulate the
economy. The federal workforce system, established by the Workforce Innovation and

Opportunity Act (WIOA), is geared to devote additional resources il to those

individuals, industries, and communities which need them the most. The proposed $100 billion
federal workforce development investment in the Biden Administration’s American Jobs Plan
would set our country on a sustainable, equitable path out of this severe economic disruption.
Combining this workforce development investment with the infrastructure projects and job

creation possible in the American Jobs Plan would accelerate the recovery.

| will cover the following policy and funding recc dations to ensure key components of the

American Jobs Plan meet the moment.

+ WIOA should be directly funded to provide immediate economic recovery services. The
legislation’s ability to directly fund workforce boards and critical recovery activities at the

local level will allow Congress and the Administration to take advantage of the

network of local, regional, industry and civic leaders who lead workforce development
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be silo-busters when led correctly. Increased direct funding through WIOA allows for these

existing partnerships to expand and address the significant workforce challenges we face like

skills mi h, long-term unemploy , and jobs vanishing due to COVID-19. The
investments in the workforce system found the American Jobs Plan can not only support
incredible economic growth looking to the future but be distributed in a way that breaks cycles

of racism and inequity in labor markets.

As an example, in California, Stanislaus County provided CARES Act funds to their local
Workforce Board to administer grants to over 1,100 businesses negatively affected by COVID-
19. With these funds, the businesses retained over 11,750 employees during the height of the
pandemic. The existing employer relationships of the workforce board led to the success of this

effort, accelerating the speed and precision at which the funds were allocated locally.

The workforce development investments in the American Jobs Plan would enable workforce
boards to further develop and expand career services and pathways for the millions of
Americans out of work, including those who are long-term unemployed. According to
Department of Labor data, there were 4.2 million Americans unemployed for more than 27
weeks through March 2021 and 11.4 million Americans reported being unable to work because
their employer closed or lost business due to the pandemic.! Studies show that the longer an
individual stays unemployed, it becomes increasingly difficult to re-enter the labor market, let
alone to achieve the types of jobs and careers that will allow one to become self-sufficient and
raise a family in California. This is a significant threat to our economic recovery. Career
pathways are developed in partnership with business, labor organizations and education
providers, and incorporate in-demand skills into program delivery, Its collaborations like these
that lead to better outcomes in job placement, wage gain and skill development. Funding these

efforts allow local businesses to directly inform curriculum provided, making skills training more

responsive to industry needs, while making that training uni lly ilable to ployed
workers. The additional funding the American Jobs Plan would build the capacity in local

workforce development boards to support these efforts.
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The principles for the workforce investments in the American Jobs Plan come from the
Relaunching America’s Workforce Act, legislation led by Chairman Scott and many others on
this Committee, which provides additional WIOA funding and important flexibilities like creating
career pathway programs by aligning career and technical education (CTE) and Adult Education,
increasing workforce board and community college partnerships, expanding access to career
services, and increasing the cap on incumbent worker training. These flexibilities are key in
updating our public workforce investment system. As an example, increasing the cap on
incumbent worker training will allow more employers the ability to upskill their current
workers, opening entry level positions that then can be filled with the individuals currently
participating and receiving services in the workforce system. That helps create and facilitate a

robust talent pipeline at the local level.

Equity in the Recovery

Unfortunately, the impacts of COVID-19 hit the most vulnerable populations earlier and longer.
These effects continue to create significant barriers to employment for minorities, women,
disabled individuals, out-of-school youth, ex-offenders, and others vulnerable communities.?
Affordable access to childcare, transportation, food, and housing often prevent these
individuals from enrolling in education and training programs or even getting a job. Addressing
these inequities and providing robust support services for these populations is critical. We
continue to see signs that an economic recovery will not necessarily mean everyone will
recover equitably. Recent data from the Opportunity Insights Economic Tracker shows that

compared with those making over 560,00 per year Ily, where employ rates are down

1.6% from pre-pandemic levels, nationally, employment rates for individuals earning less than
527,000 per year annually are still down nearly 30% from pre-pandemic levels.? Our ratesin

California have been mirroring this data month to month. The uneven recovery will continue to

push low wage workers further behind.
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disproportionately impacted by COVID-19, who are often low-wage and in need of new
training, both remedial and vocational, that would lead them on a path out of poverty.

» Fund industry and sector-based training to build talent pipelines. Initiatives linking
industry in a shared labor market with partners like workforce boards, educational
institutions, skills-based training providers, economic development, labor and joint-labor
management organizations, and community leadership are critical in addressing skill gaps.

* Invest in proven and effective models.
Registered apprenticeships are a valuable tool for the workforce development system as
well as employers and participants. The increased investment and focus in the American
Jobs Plan on scaling apprenticeships will ensure greater access to infrastructure jobs and

other non-traditional occupations.

| would like to thank the Chairman and Ranking Member for the opportunity to testify and |

look forward to your questions.

Respectfully Submitted,

Executive Director

Chairman ScOTT. Thank you very much. Thank you for your tes-
timony and we will next hear from Mr. Riedl.

STATEMENT OF MR. BRIAN RIEDL, SENIOR FELLOW IN
BUDGET, TAX, AND ECONOMICS, THE MANHATTAN INSTITUTE

Mr. RIEDL. Good afternoon Chairman Scott, Ranking Member
Foxx, and Members of the Committee. My name is Brian Riedl. I
am a Senior Fellow at the Manhattan Institute. I have been invited
here to step back and provide a general critique of the American
Jobs Plan. I will make four points.

First, the 2.6 trillion-dollar cost is fiscally irresponsible given
America’s daunting Federal budget outlook. This would be the most
expensive non-emergency law in half of a century, and it’s coming
at a time when the national debt is already projected to double
from 17 trillion to 35 trillion between 2019 and 2030.

Overall, Washington is projected to run 100 trillion dollars in
budget deficits over the next 30 years according to CBO, and if in-
terest rates exceed the CBO baseline by just 1 percent point, that
would add 30 trillion dollars in interest costs over 3 decades, just
1 percentage point.

And even if this 2.6 trillion is mostly paid for in new corporate
tax hikes, it is still fiscally irresponsible because we already need
every progressive tax proposal just to pay for the current programs
we already have in the baseline.

Second, while infrastructure can certainly use some upgrades,
lack of funding is not the main problem. Rather, America’s infra-
structure is among the most expensive bureaucratic and slowly
built in the world. Consider that. CBO reports that Federal invest-
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ment delivers average returns of just 5 percent, compared to 10
percent for private sector investments.

The per mile cost of highway construction quadrupled between
1960 and 1990 and has continued to grow since then. The David
Bacon Act raises wage costs by 22 percent, mandatory project labor
agreements add costs too. Our subway systems cost quadruple the
world average to build.

Many of these delays are driven by the necessary but slow envi-
ronmental impact statements, and the historical artifact reviews.
Consider that environmental reviews commonly exceed 1,000 pages
and require on average 7 years to complete, with several taking
more than 17 years.

And no ground can be broken until the project has survived the
legal gauntlet, including appeals by any litigant. By comparison,
these statements take one to 2 years in Canada, and three and a
half years at most in the EU.

Third, despite the title of American Jobs Plan, there is a broad
economic consensus that infrastructure policies do not provide
short-term stimulus. First, because as I mentioned, you need 7
years to finish the environmental impact statement before you can
even break ground.

Additionally, Federal investment is usually offset by State and
local investment cuts, which nullifies the effect. Additionally, infra-
structure is most needed in the fast-growing communities where
the unemployment rate is already lower than typical. Thus, the
congressional Research Service has included that the short-term ef-
fects of both output and unemployment could be nullified or even
negative.

When combining the painful taxes of ineffective spending, the
Penn Wharton budget model reports that the American Jobs Plan
will over the long-run create no net jobs, reduce wages by 0.8 per-
cent, reduce the capital stock 3 percent, and reduce the GDP by 0.8
percent. And Penn Wharton is not a conservative organization.

Finally, the American Jobs Plan includes a historic expansion of
corporate grants, loans, and contracts with little to no congres-
sional oversight. Rather than rely on tax incentives and tightening
patents and copyrights, Washington would micromanage the inno-
vation process by sleepily raising corporate taxes and then return-
ing hundreds of billions of dollars in Federal grants to companies
that undertake government-approved projects.

The administration is seeking huge discretion in dispensing hun-
dreds of billions of dollars, which risks becoming a budget busting
slush fund for favored industries, businesses, and allies, from
Cylindra to the now defunded banks technology program, Washing-
ton’s track record picking winners and losers is not particularly
strong, and these programs often invited corruption and collusion
between big business and government.

Today’s promising companies have no problem securing loans
and equity from a financial system, a wash in capital and low in-
terest rates. More corporate wealth there is not necessary.

Therefore, I recommend that Congress pare back the cost of this
proposal, encourage State and local governments to use their 500
billion dollars in recent aid, and reform our infrastructure policies
to make them more effective and efficient, thank you.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF BRIAN RIEDL

Reform Infrastructure Policy First, and Limit Corporate Welfare

Brian Riedl
Senior Fellow in Budget, Tax, & Economic Policy
The Manhattan Institute for Policy Research

Testimony before the Committee on Education and Labor
United States House of Representatives
April 28, 2021

Good morning Chairman Scott, Ranking Member Foxx, and Members of the Committee. Thank you for inviting
me to participate in teday’s hearing.

My name is Brian Riedl. I am a Senior Fellow in Budget, Tax, & Economic Policy at the Manhattan Institute
for Policy Research. The views 1 express in this testimony are my own, and should not be construed as
representing any official position of The Manhattan Institute.

My testimony today will critique President Biden's American Jobs Plan proposal with four main points:'
1) The $2.6 trillion cost — what would be the most expensive non-emergency law in half of a century —
fiscally irresponsible given America's daunting federal budget outlook,

2) America's main infr policy is not but rather the slow, burcaucratic, high-
cost tmplemental:m of the policies, Spending another $1 trillion without making these programs more
effective is a poor use of taxpayer dollars.

3) Despite the title of “American Jobs Plan,” there is a broad economic consensus that infrastructure
policies do not provide short-term stimulus, and most new construction jobs are redistributed from other

jobs.

4) The American Jobs Plan includes a historic expansion of corporate grants, loans, and contracts with
little-to-no Congressional oversight. Federal mi 2 of i ion and research is the wrong
approach.

The Daunting Federal Budget Outlook

First, we must address the sheer enormity of the President’s proposal in the context of Washington’s
deteriorating fiscal outlook. The cost of the American Jobs Plan — $2.6 trillion over 8 years, an average of 1.25
percent of GDP — would represent the most expensive non- cmergem.y spendm,g bill in at least 50 years.? And it

follows Washington enacting $5.4 trillion in (mostly v p pending over the past 12 months — a
total that comprises one-fifth of the entire national debt.

The underlying fiscal outlook is unsustainable. The national debt held by the public is already projected to
double from $17 trillion to $35 trillion between the end of 2019 and 2030.” If President Biden’s entire campaign
agenda is enacted, it would mean the national debt rising from $17 trillion to $42 trillion over that period.* This
would leave the national debt at 130 percent of GDP, or one-quarter higher than at the end of World War I

And it only gets worse thereafter. The C ional Budget Office projects that — due overwhelmingly to
escalating Social Security and Medi hortfalls — Washington will run $100 trillion in baseline budget
deficits over the next 30 years. This would leave the national debt at nearly 200 percent of GDP. At the end of
that period, government interest payments will consume half of all tax revenues.”
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That is the rosy scenario that no new legislation is d, the 2017 tax cuts expire, no new recessions,
and low interest rates. If interest rates exceed the CBO baseline assumption by even one percentage point, it
would add $30 trillion in interest costs over three decades. Deficits would reach 18 percent of GDP, the debt
would hit 264 percent of GDP, and two-thirds of all tax revenues would merely pay the interest on the debt.®

That is simply the CBO baseline, with interest rates rising by an additional percentage point.

National Debt Projected to Leap to 200% to 350% of GDP,
Depending onBiden Proposals & Interest Rates
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Source: 2020 CBO L and authar ! Biden proposal cowts.
CBO bameline assumes average Intemest rale paid on national debt gradually rses 1o 4.4% over 30 yeams.

And that is why it is shortsighted to assert that low interest rates make this the right time to borrow. Washington
is behaving like a subprime homeowner and making long-term debt commitments based on short-term interest
rates. The average maturity of the U.S. debt is five years and declining, which means most of the national debt
would quickly roll over into any future interest rate increase.

In short, the federal government is essentially gambling our fiscal future on the hope that interest rates never
again exceed four percent. Because if they do, simple math shows that combining rising interest rates with a
debt approaching 200 or 300 percent of GDP risks a catastrophic debt erisis.

In that context, Washington should focus on paying for our current escalating commitments before undertaking
the most expensive non-emergency spending bill in half a century.

Some suggest that fully financing this infrastructure bill with new taxes would make it fiscally responsible. That
is not the case. If a family facing a $100,000 credit card debt suddenly finds a $20,000 windfall, spending it all
on expensive new fumniture would not be a responsible use of that money simply because it is “fully paid for™
by the windfall. Similarly, there is a limited universe of plausible tax increases on families and businesses.”
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Table 1

Leading Progressive Tax Proposals Cannot Even Finance Washington’s
Current Spending Promises, Much Less Any New Programs

Zillions)

$1,750 | Biden Business Tax Proposals - Infrastructure Proposal

455 | Repeal Entire TCJA, Including Low-Income Provisions

189 | Impose 70% Tax Rate for Income over $10 Million

224 | Cap Deductions at 28% Value Above 5400k AGI
2,180 | Eliminate Wage Cap for 12.4% Social Security Tax (No Credit for Benefits)
2,000 | Tax Capital Gains as Ordinary Income plus Implement Mark-to-Market
1,000 | Aggressively Reduce Domestic Tax Preferences

752 | Financial Transactions Tax of 0.1%

103 | "Bank Tax" of 0.15% on Large Financial Institutions
2,263 | Sanders 8% Wealth Tax

383 | Sanders Estate Tax Rate as High as 77%
1,033 | Carbon Tax at $25/Metric Ton - No Rebate for Low-Income Households

12,331 | Total Tax Increases (4.6% of GDP)

Sources: CBO, Tax Policy Center, Tax Foundation, Social Security Administration, and Ce ittee For a Resp
Federal Budger. Net intevest savings would approximately affser lost revenue from interactive effects.

Enacting all of these taxes would not even close the current 10-year projected budget deficit of $14.3 trillion,
much less finance the President’s new spending proposals.® And even if they did, the escalating spending levels
projected by CBO would re-open large budget deficits in the 2030s and 2040s.

In short, it will take aggressive tax increases - or drastic and painful spending cuts — just to finance
Washi "s current i Applying the easiest $2 trillion in taxes to a historic spending expansion
simply leaves fewer options to close the remaining deficits. The only people left to pay the remaining taxes will

be the middle class.

And we still have not even got to the forthcoming release of the “human infrastructure™ portion of the that is
expected to push the total price tag as high as $4 trillion.”

Large spending increases create the difficult financing choice between using up our limited plausible tax
increases, and going deeper into debt. The American Jobs Plan includes approximately $1.8 trillion in new
corporate taxes that dwarf the $300 billion in net corporate tax cuts (over ten years) enacted in the 2017 Tax
Cuts and Jobs Act. That law reduced the corporate tax rate from 35 percent to 21 percent, but offset most of
those savings by curtailing key busi tax prefi The president would raise the corporate rate back to 28
percent (33 percent including state taxes) — restoring America to the highest rate in the OECD — while also
raising international taxes and retaining the lost 2017 tax deductions. Moreover, the president would severely
weaken the 2017 tax reforms that finally gave U.S. multinational corporations a more level playing field when
competing internationally. Now, once again, American companies abroad may face higher tax rates than our
global competitors.

Additionally, the Tax Foundation estimates that:

“An increase in the federal corporate tax rate to 28 percent would raise the U.S. federal-state combined tax rate
to 32.34 percent, highest in the OECD and among Group of Seven (G7) countries, harming U.S. economic
competitiveness and increasing the cost of investment in America. We estimate that this would reduce long-run
economic output by 0.8 percent, eliminate 159,000 jobs, and reduce wages by 0.7 percent. Workers across the
income scale would bear much of the tax increase. For example, the bottom 20 percent of earners would on
average see a 1.45 percent drop in after-tax income in the long run. """
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More broadly, the American Jobs Plan is so poorly-designed that it will frarm the long-term economy. When
combining the painful taxes and ineffective spending, the non-parti ists at the Penn-Wharton Budget
Model have projected that the American Jobs Plan will — over the long run:

+ Create no net jobs,

* Reduce wages 0.8 percent,

* Reduce the capital stock 3 percent, and

+  Reduce the GDP by 0.8% percent.'!

Infrastructure: Throwing $1 Trillion at an Unreformed, Broken System

i1 1, =l

Our infi can use some upgr ly its roads and electrical grid. That said, the
crumbling state of American infi has been d. A 2019 report of the World Economic Forum
ranked the United States’ infrastructure first among the 10 geographically largest countries (i.e., the countries

that likely have the most extensive infrastructure needs).'?

Similarly, last year a Congressional Research Service report titled “The Condition of Highway Bridges
Continues to Improve” noted that “the number and share of bridges in poor condition have dropped significantly
over the past 20 years. Furthermore, repairing every deficient bridge in just a few years is unrealistic, and not
every bridge repair is likely to be justified when considering both the economic benefits and costs. FHWA's
own ana]ys1s of brldge data suggesm a relatively modest increase in spending could substantially reduce or

the b: 2 of ically justifiable investments if sustained over a 20-year period.”"?

Spending levels remain healthy. Transportation ml‘ras‘tructure pending (adjusted for inflation) rose from $332

to $371 billion between 2008 and 2018." G on portation and water infrastructure at all
levels is 2.3 percent of the GDP ($440 billion), just shghtly below the 30-year average of2 5 percent.' That
said, there has been a modest shift from capital spending to ¢ ions and pending on energy

and the electrical grid continues to rise, although challenges remain. 16

America’s main infrastructure challenge is not spending levels, but rather its general ineffectiveness per dollar
spent. In 2016, CBO released a report entitled “The Macroeconomic and Budgetary Effects of Federal
Investment.” Economist Scott Hodge succinetly summarizes the reports three leading conclusions:'”
1. “Federal investments deliver only half the economic returns as private sector investments, 5 percent
versus 10 percent.
2. A dollar of federal spending results in only $0.67 worth of actual investment because state, local, and
private sector entities reduce their spending in response to the federal dollars.
3. Federal investment financed by debt or taxes could do more economic harm than good because federal
borrowing and taxes crowd out private investment. To avoid harming the v, federal i
should be financed by cuts in other discretionary programs.”

Diving deeper, America’s transportation infrastructure is among the most expensive, bureaucratic, and slowly
built in the world.' Consider that:
+ The cost of interstate construction spending per mile quadrupled from 1960 through 1990, and has
continued to grow since then (adjusted for inflation).'
+ Labor costs are higher in part because the Davis-Bacon Act, which mandates that those awarded
government contracts pay a “prevailing wage,” raises wage costs by as much as 22 percent.””
+ Government-mandated project labor agreements (PLAs) have been shown to significantly raise labor
costs as well.?!
* America requires many more workers to do the same construction work as Europe.”
* Most U.S. construction projects are performed only during the workday, while much of Europe has
round-the-clock shifts.
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e ULS. subway systems are by far the most expensive to build in the world, and in New York City cost
quadruple the world average to build. The difference is high labor costs, poor contractor work, poor
oversight, and defensive designs meant to avoid a cascade of stakeholder lawsuits related to
environmental and historical artifact protection.™

+ Coordination between various local governments and stakeholders — while often necessary — brings
endless delays and veto points, particularly for transportation projects.

* Nearly a century ago, the Empire State Building was built in 410 days. More recently, Boston’s Big Dig
took 25 years from planning to completion. Today, California’s high-speed rail is expected to take
nearly 40 years from planning to completion. Some delays are helpful — we want to ensure safety and
environmental protection — but the U.S. has become a global outlier.

A major cause of delays are the y-but-slow Envi I Impact S and Historical Artifact
Reviews. Consider that:
* Envir | reviews ly exceed 1,000 pages and require on average seven years to complete
(compared to no more than one to two years in Canada and 3.5 years in the European Union).*®
*  Several envi I impact now take more than 17 years to complete — and no ground can

be broken until the project has survived the legal process, including appeals by any litigant.*®

* In America - unlike many other countries — environmental and historical reviews can be challenged in
court by a wide range of stakeholders, and these can take years or even decades to be
decided. Other countries use faster, non-judicial options to enforee these regulations, rather than
expensive and time-c ing lawsuits that ially become a project veto.””

* Megan McArdle cites an egr le: “The Soutt n High Speed Rail Corridor was proposed
in 1992, You will be thrilled lo learn that in September 2017, the Department of Transportation
announced the completion of the project’s Tier 1l Draft Environmental Impact Statement,”*

President Biden's physical infrastructure component throws $1 trillion at this broken system. In fact, it would
raise costs further by tightening higher-wage requirements and imposing stricter “Buy America” requirements
that limit trade and lower-cost options. And it allocates more funding to transit and high-speed rail ($165
billion) than highways, roads, and bridges ($115 billion) despite the surging costs™ and declining public
interest™ in the former.

There is inly a case for i ing infrastructure investment. But any new funding should be accompanied
by reforms to spend that money more effectively.

The $213 billion proposal to build, rehabilitate, and retrofit millions of homes is expensive and vaguely defined.
While public housing should obviously not be left in disrepair, lawmakers should focus more on housing
vouchers that provide low-income families with more options to escape public housing if they so choose. Thus,
building more private housing and addressing zoning restrictions would be more helpful. That said, local
communities must play a lead role. Additionally, the proposal to “build, preserve, and retrofit Immes is vaguely
defined, and it is unclear if tax credits will be sufficient to bring such expensive | Iy given the
push for more expensive unionized workers in an industry that is only 13 pen:cnl unlomn,d ]l

Additionally, the proposed $100 billion for K-12 school construction and renovation (350 billion in direct grants
plus 850 billion through bonds) is unnecessary. School construction has long been a responsibility of state and
local governments, and federalizing this role in mission creep while diminishing the role of the
govemnors, mayors, and school boards closer 1o these schools. Furthermore, states are flush with $180 billion in
K-12 grants from earlier pandemic bills that well exceed their COVID-related expenses (which is why CBO
assumes most will not be spent until between 2023 and 2028).* If Congress is adamant about disregarding
federalism and funding school construction, it could instead clarify that these $180 billion in recent grant funds
may be used for broader education expenses. State and local governments may also consider using the $350
billion in recent stimulus grants to close budget deficits that in many states no longer exist.”
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Historic Expansion of Corporate Welfare — With Seemingly No Congressional Oversight

Yet only half of this proposal is truly about infrastructure. The largest single proposal is $400 billion for long-
term care for the elderly and disabled. The rest of the American Jobs Plan largely consists of one of the largest
corporate welfare proposals in history.

Specifically, the B]dcn ad.mlmsl.ratmn is trying to posmon itself as the center of scientific innovation. Instead of
merely and lization by providing tax incentives for investment
and R&D, and ughtenmg |mellec1ual property and patent laws, Washington would micre the innovation
process by steeply raising corporate tax rates, and then returning hundreds of billions of dollars in federal grants
to companies that undertake gover 1 proj Ad\rucalcs poml to past federal loans to Tesla that
were fully repaid by the flourishing company However today’s p & ies have no probl

securing loans and equity from a financial system awash in capital and low i interest rates.

The administration’s almost limitless discretion in dispensing hundreds of billions of dollars risks becoming a
budget-busting slush fund for favored industries, businesses, and allies. The electric vehicle industry would
receive $174 billion. Broadband subsidies would total $100 billion, even as the broadband industry already
invests more than $50 billion annually in infrastructure.™ There is a $25 billion “ambitious projects” fund in
transportation, $52 billion domestic manufacturing fund, $31 billion venture capital fund, $27 billion “Clean
Energy and Sustainability Accelerator,” $14 billion commerce competitiveness fund, $35 billion climate
innovation fund, and $30 billion “innovation and job creation™ fund.

Central planning is labor intensive, and distributing all these grants would require a staggering number of new
federal offices, boards, and agencies. The Department of Commerce would create a $50 billion office
“dedicated to monitoring domestic industrial capacity and funding investments to support production of critical
goods.” The proposal would also spend “$20 billion in regional innovation hubs and a Community
Revitalization Fund.” A *technology directorate”™ would coordinate countless new initiatives lavishing money
on the computing, communications, energy, and biotech sectors. Another program would “bring together
industry, academia, and government to advance technologies and capabilities critical to future competitiveness.”

But when Washington chooses the wrong winners and losers, the taxpayers pay. The last similar corporate
welfare push was in the 2009 stimulus. Back then, a Washington Post investigation revealed that President
Obama's energy grant programs were so “infused with politics at every level” that the White House reportedly
ignored red flags and expedited approval of a questionable $535 million loan guarantee to the well-connected
clean energy company Solyndra.™* It was later revealed that the company brazenly misled the administration on
its application, and its subseq ptey left taxpayers holding the bag for the loan %

More examples abound. The Advanced Technology Program (ATP) was a longstanding Department of
Commerce program intended to provide last-resort corporate financing to bring their newest technologies to the
market.’’ Several scathing GAO investigations revealed that ATP eventually became a slush fund for Fortune
500 companies, in which federal grant reviewers lacked expertise in the fields they reviewed, and were casily
(and purposely) misled by grant applicants secking easy federal cash with few strings attached.™

Consequently, just one-third of ATP grants successfully brought a product to market despite the technologies
supposedly being ready to commercialize.’ Both parties terminated the ATP in 2005 as well as its flawed
successor program in 201 1. The American Jobs Plan would resuscitate and expand the same failed approach,
and give agencies even more money to hand out.

The idea that Washington can successfully pick innovation winners and losers competently and with no political
interference reflects the triumph of hope over experience. Yet central planning is popular with those who aspire
1o do the planning, and with the well-connected industries hoping to cash in on the government spending gold
rush.
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Economists Agree: Infrastructure is mot *“Stimulus™ or Job Creation

Finally, let’s address the “jobs™ portion of the American Jobs Plan. The Biden Administration and other
advocates assert that massive infrastructure spending will stimulate short-term economic growth and create
jobs.

Economists across the political spectrum have debunked this myth for the obvious reason that infrastructure
projects require several years of planning and regulatory reviews befo‘re they begin — at which point the
economy has already recovered. In fact, as stated above, envi 1mpac1 typically take seven
years to complete. After allocating $94 billion for mostly “shovel-ready™ sti proj in 2009, Presid,
Obama later joked that “Shovel-ready was not as ... shovel-ready as we expected.”

Former Obama White House chief economist Jason Furman and former Congressional Budget Office director
Doug Elmendorf added that “In the past, infrastructure projects that were initiated as the economy started to

1

weaken did not involve ial of spending until after the economy had recovered.™

Delays are not the only stimulus barrier. John Cogan and John Taylor observed that state
and local governments receiving 2009 federal stimulus infrastructure grants simply cut back on their own
spending and borrowing almost dollar-for-dollar, completely negating the impact of the federal spending. ™!

The stimulus case is also undermined by Washington distributing spending largely based on politics rather than
local economic needs. Harvard economist Edward Glaeser revealed that 2009 stimulus dollars were
disproportionately distributed to regions with lower uncmploymr:nl rates that did not need stimulus. On one
level, this makes sense — many hngh unemptoymenl regions are rural or losing population, and are thus not the
best candidates for widening local | ys or adding high-speed rail. However, this approach exposes the
disconnect between the goais of i and job ion. Glaeser also writes that, unlike the past
infrastructure projects that relied more on manual labor, today’s “big infrastructure requires fancy equipment
and skilled engineers, who aren’t likely to be unemployed.™

Because of these factors, a review of 2009 stimulus highway projects shows no sustained effect on county-level
employment.*® Another study found that half of all new employees hired at firms that received stimulus dollars
had peen poached from other firms (rather than coming from the ranks of the unemployed), and many of these

companies were forced to turn down other construetion projects to accommodate the new “stimulus™ projeets. ™

Overall, CRS ined highway spending and concluded that “to the extent that financing new highways
[comes from] reducing expendi on other prog or by deficit finance . . . the net impact on the economy
of highway construction in terms of both output and employment could be nullified or even negative.™*
Adh to the infy imulus argument should consider the case ofJapan which responded to a

ined icd n with $6.3 trillion in infi 1991 and 2008.* One of

the largest investments in airports, trains, highways, and tunnels in world history helped push Japan's national
debt from 38 percent to 140 percent of GDP, yet its per-capita GDP was roughly the same in 2008 as in 1994,

Third, political considerations can limit the stimulative effect of i . The g phic distribution of
infrastructure spending has h:slonca]ly been driven by the political leverage of lawmakers, as well as political
considerations within federal agencies. It is naive to expect politics remove to be d from the allocati

Consequently, Washington has historically over-invested in large vanity projects that provide ribbon-cutting
ceremonies. such as high-speed rail, the expansion of interstate highways, and the famous (and eventually
cancelled) $223 million “Bridge to Mowhere.” However, economist Aaron Renn has shown that “America’s
infrastructure crisis is local,” and repamng local streets, bridges, and potholes is a much higher and more
affordable priority. These locally projects are often ineligible for federal funding ¥
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State governments face their own mis-aligned incentives with federal dollars, A state funding a $100 million
project with its own transportation revenues must convince its taxpayers that the project will provide $100
million in value. By contrast, if the state is required to put up just $20 million of its own funds -- and can use a
federal infrastructure grant for the remaining $80 million -- it need only convince its citizens that the project is
worth $20 million. In other words, the ability to offload the costs on the federal government makes states more
cavalier with how the funds are spent.

Consequently, past infrastructure stimulus bills and horizations have not sufficiently relieved traffic
congestion, repaired bridges and roads, or improved waterways. Instead, they brought unfinished high-speed
rail projects, cost overruns, a $3.4 million “eco-passage™*® to help turtles cross a highway in Tallahassee, Fla.,
and a $54 million “Napa Valley Wine Train.™* Better to eliminate the federal middleman and empower state
and local governments to more easily raise the funds to finance local projects based on local priorities.

Conclusion: Fix the System First, and Be Fiscally Responsible

The laws of economics have not been repealed. Budget e ints still exist. Doubling or tripling the national
debt is extraordinarily reckless. There is no guarantee that interest rates will never rise again — indeed such a
result is overwhelmingly likely. There are no plausible taxes that can finance the projected spending levels, and
counting on the Federal Reserve to monetize much of this debt is a recipe for economic chaos.

More specifically, a $400 billion long-term care expansion — whatever its merits — has no place in an
infrastructure bill, Spending $1 trillion on infrastructure without fixing the underlying waste, inefficiencies, and
delays in our system represents an extraordinary missed opportunity, and confuses spending levels with
outcomes. Giving the administration carte blanche to hand out hundreds of billions of dollars in corporate
welfare simply doubles down on past policy mistakes. Lawmakers should first reform the infrastructure costs
and delays, and encourage states to use their $530 billion in federal aid to address local infrastructure priorities.
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Chairman ScoOTT. Thank you. And our final witness will be Ms.
Filardo.

STATEMENT OF MARY W. FILARDO, FOUNDER AND EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR, 21stT CENTURY SCHOOL FUND

Ms. FiLaArRDO. Thank you very much. Chairman Scott, Ranking
Member Foxx, Members of the Committee thank you for your invi-
tation to participate in this hearing. I'm Mary Filardo, and I'm
honored to be here today.

I'm a long-time D.C. resident whose children went to decrepit
public schools here in the Nation’s capital. Seeing that my children
and so many others were spending their school days in classrooms
that were baking hot, or too cold, and buildings with leaky roofs,
fire code violations, asbestos, and poor air quality, this inspired my
life’'s work.

I founded the 21st Century School Fund to provide research,
model policies, and advocacy to eliminate the structural inequities
in public school facilities. The success of our efforts in the District
of Columbia public schools led to the expansion of this work in
other cities, states, and the Federal Government.

Deficiencies in our Nation’s public-school facilities have been
well-known for decades. We know that lead paint, asbestos, PCB’s
are harmful, that all schools must be ADA complaint, that schools
in severe weather zones must be resilient, that schools must be
built to educate a modern workforce, and that antiquated schools
need to change to support changing codes and programs.

My job today before this Committee is not to convince you that
these conditions are problematic. I do not believe a single Member
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would argue that any child or staff should be in unhealthy, unsafe,
or educationally deficient buildings.

Rather, I will address the following: Does our country need a
Federal program to support school facilities? Is the Reopen and Re-
build America’s Schools Act the right Federal solution? And does
RRASA belong in a major infrastructure package?

First why do we need a Federal program? Our nation’s public-
school facilities are critical to ensuring equitable educational oppor-
tunities. On average schools are nearly 50 years old, and many
have never been fully modernized. But our State and local system
for funding public school facilities improvements is broken.

Despite their best efforts, many districts are unable to raise the
capital needed to address the shortcomings of their facilities. These
challenges have resulted in gross disparities between the wealthy
and poor districts. Federal inaction to address these issues is exac-
erbating the inequalities.

States provided only 18 percent toward district capital construc-
tion projects over the 20 years from 1994 to 2013, resulting in
nearly half a trillion in long-term debt for local school districts. The
solution to these challenges lies in a local, State and Federal part-
nership with the State at the center.

A Federal role that builds State capacity to meet district’s needs
in the most underserved areas is absolutely essential to reforming
this broken system.

Second, is RRASA the right Federal solution? RRASA was devel-
oped over many years, through extensive stakeholder input, includ-
ing local and State practitioners, industry and labor representa-
tives, and the civic groups working to improve child health, the en-
vironment and the quality of public education.

As a formula grant to the states, RRASA would establish a Fed-
eral education interest in public school facility issues without put-
ting Federal action in the critical path of State or local decisions.
RRASA addresses the structural inequities by requiring targeted
Federal funds to the lowest wealth and highest needs school dis-
tricts, but without mandating specific State program on how to al-
locate funds.

RRASA gives states the capacity to assist districts, capacity to
rural districts that haven’t built or modernized a school in over a
generation, and capacity for urban districts that are overwhelmed
by the monumental scale of their capital needs.

The capacity building that RRASA would support at the State
level will help districts meet the increasing complexities of edu-
cational facility planning, financing, design and construction.
States can reduce burdens on districts and reduce costs for tax-
payers.

RRASA is smart public policy and is the right Federal solution
for these issues. Finally, does RRASA belong in an infrastructure
package? The public works traditionally funded with Federal funds
are not traditional infrastructure, it’s just infrastructure that tradi-
tionally gets Federal funds.

In fact, public school facilities are the second largest capital out-
lay for State and local governments after highways. In a recent po-
litical poll, 70 percent of Americans agree that public schools
should be considered part of America’s infrastructure.
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Roads and bridges get Federal funds for the same reason our
public-school infrastructure needs Federal funds. State and local
governments can’t raise enough revenue to support their capital
needs. This is precisely why the Federal Government steps in. Ap-
plying this logic, this should be the same for our public-school fa-
cilities.

But despite their best efforts, State and local revenues fall short,
and our preliminary analysis for the 2021 State of our schools, the
gap was 40 billion a year in 2016, and is now 50 billion a year for
2020.

Last, schools belong in the infrastructure package because like
most public works projects, school construction projects invigorate
the economy. RRASA will increase manufacturing, create 2 million
jobs, and support building industry services.

In summary, RRASA is good policy, good politics, good business,
and good for the future of our country and should be enacted.
Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Filardo follows:]
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WRITTEN STATEMENT OF MARY FILARDO, FOUNDER AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 215T
CENTURY SCHOOL FUND, WASHINGTON DC
BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR ON APRIL 28, 2021

Chairman Scott, Ranking Member Foxx, and Members of the Committee,

Thank you for your invitation to participate in this important hearing. My name is Mary Filardo.
| am the founder and Executive Director of the 21st Century School Fund, a non-profit that
researches and advocates on behalf of families and communities for healthy, safe, and
educationally inspiring public school facilities that are environmentally sustainable and
affordable.

| am honored to be here today to discuss our public school facilities infrastructure. Millions of
our children and youth are in unhealthy, unsafe, educationally deficient public school buildings
and grounds. Educators are teaching where lighting, ventilation, temperature controls,
furniture, fixtures, and equipment have gone decades without adequate improvements, making
the classroom an unpleasant, uncomfortable, and often unhealthy place to work for eight to
twelve hours per day. The importance of facilities on student achievement, teacher
performance, or health and community well-being is now becoming soundly established in
research.! What is abundantly clear is that poor quality school facilities are a barrier to teaching
and learning, compromise the health of students and staff, depress property values, are
vulnerable in the face of extreme weather events, and are costly to operate.

| come to this issue as a policy wonk, but also as the daughter of public school educators—my
mother was a teacher, and my father was a teacher, principal, and superintendent before he
ended his career at the U.5. Department of Education. Growing up, | attended rural, town, and
suburban public schools. As a mother, | sent my three children to the District of Columbia
Public Schools (DCPS) from the 1980s through 2002. They had fabulous teachers, a pioneering
dual lang| i ion el ary school, a good middle school, and excellent high schools.
However, their school facilities were each in terrible condition. They also predominantly
served students of color —Latino students at the elementary level, and Black students in the
junior high and high schools.

It was their 1926 elementary school’s decrepit building and grounds that hooked me into
problem solving on the issue of school facilities quality and equity. Their school facility was a
barrier to teaching and learning. There was only one student bathroom and one drinking
fountain for the school, children wasted time lining up and waiting to use the bathroom or get a
drink of water. The school regularly blew fuses because the electricity demand could not be
met. There were mice and roaches in the multi-purpose room that was used as a cafeteria,
kitchen, gym, and after-school space—with food warmers, refrigerators, tables and chairs
stacked along the walls. Their outdoor play area was a hard packed dirt lot, that blew clouds of
dust on any hot day. Their school, like many others in D.C., was closed at various times for fire
code violations, no heat, or being overly hot. The old inventory was full of asbestos and lead

Mary Filardo, Jeffrey M. Vincent, Kevin J. Sullivan, “How Crumbling
School Facilities Perpetuate Inequality®; Phi Delta Kappan, April 28,
2019
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WRITTEN STATEMENT OF MARY FILARDO, FOUNDER AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 21ST
CENTURY SCHOOL FUND, WASHINGTON DC
BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR ON APRIL 28, 2021

A. Public school buildings and g ds are critical for the education of children and
youth, productivity of families, and the prosperity of our nation.

In normal times, our public school facilities house nearly 56 million children, youth and adults
during the work week in 100,000 schools encompassing billions of square feet of space. To put
it in perspective, one-sixth of the American population enters a school facility every workday.

The educational and social value of in-person schooling is well-established in research and the
pandemic made that abundantly clear.” The longstanding poor conditions of the buildings and
grounds themselves have been barriers to reopening schools.? The pandemic has also
highlighted that operating school facilities so children and youth can learn in-person is essential
to the productivity and prosperity of families and communities.* Public school facilities are
where educators prepare the mod kforce, educate our children to participate in a civil
society, and thrive in a global economy. Further, state constitutions make education
compulsory for children and in turn guarantee each child a public education including providing
public school facilities for in-p schooling. For these the federal government
should have an acute interest in the condition of its public school facilities.

B. States need incentives to support greater equity in facilities condition and quality across
school districts.

There is a structural problem in our public school capital financing system. There were 13,346
districts reporting their fiscal and enroliment data to the U.S. Census of Governments in fiscal
year 2018. The median size of these districts was only 988 students. Only 905 of these 13,346
school districts have 10,000 or more students. These small local districts are responsible for
raising revenue to build and modernize their facilities, but their low enroliments can make this
a problem. This system of mostly tiny distric panding with the addition of small charter
LEAs— is one reason for the disparity between low wealth and high wealth communities.

? Cclosing the Learning Gap: How frontline educators want to address lost

learning due to COVID-19. Horace Mann Educators Corporation. March 2021.
https://www.horacemann.com/~/media/White%20Papers/2021-03-30-Closing-the-
Learning-Gap-White-Paper. pdf

i safia Samee Ali (2021), ‘Less than half of Chicago Public School teachers
showed up for first day of school recpening’. NBC News. Jan. 7, 2021.
Available at: https://www.nbcnews.com/news/us-news/less-half-chicago-public~
school-teachers-showed-first-day-school-n1252841

4 Julie Kashen, Sarah Jane Glynn, and Amanda Novello. Oct. 30, 2020. How
COVID-19 Sent Women's Workforce Progress Backward. Center for American
Progress.
https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/women/reports/2020/10/30/492582/covid
-18-sent-woemens-workforce-progress-backward/
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WRITTEN STATEMENT OF MARY FILARDO, FOUNDER AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 215T
CENTURY SCHOOL FUND, WASHINGTON DC
BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR ON APRIL 28, 2021

In desperation, poor districts, often the rural districts, sued their states seeking adequate and
equitable funding including for their facilities.* ® The successful cases with facilities in them
have brought some relief in Wyoming, New Mexico, Arizona, New Jersey, California, Arkansas,
‘West Virginia, and Kentucky, for examples. But the court remedies have often fallen short in the
implementation, and even where courts mandated equitable school facilities funding, facilities
disparities persisted. Allocating limited funds to disadvantaged districts that lack political power
is hard to do. A federal program that offers incentives for greater equity allocation gives
standing to communities that have been left out.

€. States and local districts need help building their capacity for facilities data, planning,
t, funding and
The challenges of ging capital planning, financing, design and construction have grown
and most districts are small and do not maintain capital planning, budgeting, financing or
management capacity in their districts. Even in the large school districts, these functions are
typically under-staffed, under-paid, and under-resourced compared to their capital
management peers in the private sector. This makes it nearly impossible to secure experienced
professional staff to manage the scale of the facilities inventory in the large school districts.

Photo Caption: Repeat flooding from malfunctioning cl unit in damage

and mold growth to newly installed flooring. The original flooring was replaced for the same reason just a few
weeks earlier. An example of what happens if the “root causes” are not addressed.”

Max. 2016. The R to an Education and the Plight of School

E A Legislative Proposal. University of Pennsylvania Journal of Law
and Social ange 107 (19.2): 107-131. Available at:

https://ac rghip.law.upenn.edu/jlasc/volls/ /1
% Filardeo, Mary, Jeffrey M. Vincent
Equity Reguires Modern School Facilities. Washington, DC uild America’s
School Infrastructure Coalition. Awva at: https://ti 1.com/2779akef

" Photo from Jerry Roseman, iladelphia Teachers Unicn, Health and Welfare
Fund.

F ities:
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Exhibit 1: Basic elements of the Rebuild America’s School Act

+5100 billion formula to States, +Competitive Grant Program =Ed facilities master plan
D.C., P.R., BIE, Outlying areas *10% match to federal funds =Facilities data
+5500 million to Impact Aid «Online facilities data *Green practices for new
+Data Standards State facilities plan construction/modernization
*Annual Re *Review standards *Buy American
*Comptroller General =Technical to LEAs *Apply Davis Bacon
«Study on physical conditions of +State reports and oversight *Meet Water Sense 42
public schools - standards
*Information clearinghouse
*Program to assist repair of
sehools with pyrrhatite
A. RRASA would blish a federal ed: ion interest in the equity and condition of

elementary and secondary public education infrastructure. ®

To date, there is not a single dedicated program or office in the U.S. Department of Education
that has technical capacity in the area of public school facilities. In the last decade, a small
charter facilities program was the only area of federal interest in elementary and secondary
school facilities. There are no data collected on public school facilities by the National Center
for Education Statistics (NCES). The Institute for Education Sciences has funded little research
on the impact of school facilities on learning, teaching, or student or teacher mental or physical
health.

There is more capacity on issues associated with public school buildings and grounds in the
Environmental Protection Agency, and recently the Department of Energy announced that it
will support a schools office within their commercial buildings division. For ly, there have
been occasional studies from the Government Accountability Office (GAQ) and surveys from
NCES on our nation’s school facilities, but these have been few and far between.®

% Reopen and Rebuild America’s School Infrastructure Act, HR 2, Division K.

https://www.buildusschools.org/s/Sections~K-Bonds-Energy-Efficiency-School-
Bus-BILLS-118HRZ-RCP116-54.pdf

% GRD 1995 Report, School Facilities: Condition of America’s Schools, U.S.
Government Accountability Office, Feb. 1, 1995; GAD 2020 Report, K=12
Education: School Districts Freguently Identified Multiple Building Systems
Needing Updates or Replacement, U.S. Government Accountability Office, June
4, 2020; GARO 2020 Report; K-12 Education: School Districts Need Better

Information to Help Improve Access for People with Disabilities. U.5.
Government Accountability Office, June 2020.




71

WRITTEN STATEMENT OF MARY FILARDO, FOUNDER AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 215T
CENTURY SCHOOL FUND, WASHINGTON DC
BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR ON APRIL 28, 2021

Not knowing does not make a problem go away. It generally just makes it bigger and harder to
solve. RRASA will provide state capacity to maintain facilities information at the state and local
level, so they will be able to fully understand the scale of the land and building portfolio of
school districts and have better information with which to engage the public and make
decisions that are equitable and strategic.

B. RRASA would leverage local and state efforts to provide healthy, safe and educationally
adequate school facilities by targeting federal funding to the lowest wealth districts.

The responsibilities for actual delivery of healthy, safe and educationally adequate public school
facilities is primarily on our nearly 14,000 local public school districts, and on each charter
operator. The continued disinvestment in public school facilities is not unique to cities. Towns
and rural communities across the
country also experienced
disinvestment in their school
facilities — particularly where
there was declining envollment.

1562 These were also highly Photo Caption: Mold growth on ceiling of elementary school

correlated to districts with high classroom, caused by problems with the heating, ventilation and air-
LT i 9
percentages of minority students md e ik

who are far too often suffering in e —— S
the worst conditions, further
diminishing their opportunity to
learn.

RRASA would enable state and
local funds to go further. Because
planning is both an allowable use
and a requirement for state RRASA
funding, districts will be able to
either hire planners in their
districts or engage planning
consultants to ensure they
prioritize the right projects and find
ways to leverage their federal,
state and local funds to modernize
their facilities in a fiscally smart
manner.

It Filardo, Mary: Vincent, Jeff M.; Sung, Ping; Stein, T is: Growth and
Disparity: A Decade of U.5. Public School Construction, the Building
Educaticnal Success Together collaborative, October 2006.
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2014 the Texas Comptroller wrote in her report on Public School Construction Costs: Examining
what building schools costs the Texas taxpayers:*

We have a lot of young minds te educate and an economy that relies upon skilled and
educated workers. We need some school construction. Buildings wear down. Enroliment
grows. Needs change. Technology imp . That's under fable. But in this era of
ballooning public spending, it is important to shine a light on such spending. In this
report on public school construction costs, we take a look at new schools built since 2007
— some 873 campuses opened in 370 districts and charter operators. We found
construction costs that ranged from $76 per square foot for an elementary school in the
Laredo (United ISD) community to 5260 per square foot for an elementary school in Port
Arthur. Unfor Iy, we also d plenty of obstacles in our efforts to collect
consistent, comparable school construction data. We sent thousands of emails, mailed
thousands of letters and made hundreds of phone calls. And though some districts
replied promptly, 111 days passed before we had responses from every district in
Texas. Imagine trying to track this information down on your own. Instead, we
decided to share our results. This report accompanies an online toolkit that allows you
te make an array of in-depth cost comparisons (adjusted to account for inflation and
regional cost variation). We also make policy recommendations that would allow us to
better monitor construction efficiency, build @ more robust inventory of existing facilities
and let you, the local taxpayer, easily compare construction costs across districts,—
Susan Combs, Texas Comptroller

NCES has created a Forum Guide to Facility Information Manogement: A Resource for State and
Local Education Agencies that, under RRASA would finally be able to be fully implemented by
states and districts.”?

Another key priority of these officials is to increase state capacity to identify and utilize sound
state level facilities management practices and to secure federal funding for the lowest wealth
and highest need districts—a mix of rural and urban challenges. The members and participants
of this group are geographically diverse and asking for the same thing: federal support for
school facilities. ™

¥ Combs, Susan, Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts. Public School
Construction Costs, Examining what building schools costs the Texas
taxpayers,June 2014.

13 National Forum on Education Statistics. 2018. Forum Guide to Facility
Information Management: A Resource for State and Local Education Agencies.
(NFES 2018-156). U.5. Department of Education. Washington, DC: Mational
Center for Education Statistics. Available at:
https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2018/nfes2018156.pdf

14 State members and participants in the Naticnal Council on
School Facilities.
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E. RRASA provides process requir to ensure sound labor, green, and buy American
practices for school construction.

While a commaon theme from local districts and even states is “don’t tread on me” there are
sound reasons for a federal program to ensure that we are moving this essential infrastructure
toward best labor, environmental, and trade practices. Often the small and even the large over-
burdened districts do not have the in-house capacity to effectively manage the thousands of
decisions that are required in major capital programs. The process requirements in RRASA for
construction contracts, green practices, and water quality will ensure low wealth and high-need
districts accelerate their adoption of modern labor, health, safety, and sustainable practices—
something the wealthy districts do as a matter of course. This program, affecting our nation's
most distressed facilities and communities, will be able to use modern facilities design,
construction, labor and capital management practices for their schools.

3. DOES THE REOPEN AND REBUILD AMERICA’S SCHOOL ACT BELONG IN A
MAJOR INFRASTRUCTURE PACKAGE WITH ROADS, HIGHWAYS, AND BRIDGES
AND OTHER MAJOR PUBLIC WORKS SECTORS? Yes, because:

A. Schools are essential infrastructure.
B. State and local revenues alone cannot meet the need for adequate facilities,
particularly for low wealth and high need districts.
€. School construction is labor intensive work and $100 billion in direct grants and with
$30 billion with interest subsidies will create an estimated 2 million jobs in the
i fact and service sectors.

Congress is currently trying to redefine the meaning of infrastructure. There are those in
Congress who support a "traditional” interpretation of federal infrastructure and there are
those who support a broader definition, like that proposed by the Administration. The public

works traditionally funded with federal funds, are not traditional infrastructure, they are just
the infrastructure that traditionally gets federal funds. The public infrastructure of roads,
bridges, transit, ports and water works is essential infrastructure, just as our public schools are
essential infrastructure.

We need to build a new generation of resilient 21st century schools that support best
educational practices, public health guidelines, advance climate goals, and provide for the
vitality of the entire community. Some communities are able to accomplish this, but school
construction public works projects in low-income c ities and neighborhoods have fallen
way short. Poor families want the same thing that middle class families want: first-class public
school facilities that keep their children safe, healthy and learning. RRASA will help get that
done.
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A, Schools are essential infrastructure,

Our public schools are a core civic institution and often the anchor at the heart of community. If
you have ever been to a rural community or urban neighborhood that is about to lose its school
to consolidation, you know the d i t to these ities if it hag The
COVID-19 pandemic has demonstrated the critical role of public schools in our communities—
they are public institutions meant to serve the entire community, and so they do.

They are food security centers for millions of children and families, as we have seen in the last
year. They provide emergency shelters when communities are hit by hurricanes, floods or
wildfires. In many states, you cannot build a new school without a community safe room. These
facilities have to be resilient given new extreme weather patterns, and right now there are
thousands of schools that simply do not meet new updated safety codes.

At their best, public schools are community schools that provide space for Pre-K, school based
health clinics, afterschool, summer learning and other wrap-around services for children and
their families. They are open seven days a week throughout the entire year, They also serve as
recreation centers for seniors, adult education centers, class sites for aspiring citizens, and
supply space for community arts and theater programs. They are civic places where public town
halls, meetings, and hearings are held and where millions of Americans vote. They are
multipurpose. They serve everyone in the ¢ ity. In many cc ities they are an
immense source of civic pride, heritage, and tradition.

Federal funding for public school facilities belongs in the infrastructure package. PK-12 public
school facilities are the second largest sector for state and local capital outlay and are publicly
owned and accessed.

Exhibit 2: 5 Year State and Local Total Capital Outlay for FY 2014-2018%*

Essential Infrastructure
State and Local Capital Qutlay FY2014-2018 in thousands

i $487.994,020
¥ & dary $292,959,744
Utility 5261266849

Higher education ————— $151,906,001
Sewerage S 95,648,063
Hospitals = $45772,755

Parks and recreation  wes— £45,681,703
Natural resources === $25.791,631
Corrections = $12,270,135
Solid waste management = $10,655,964

% Source: U.S. Census of Governments F-13 Survey, Data available at:
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/gov-finances.html
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Our preliminary estimates for the 2021 State of our Schools Report for good stewardship of the
2020 inventory of public elementary and secondary school buildings and grounds indicates that
nationally we should be spending about 5112 billion per year to renew old systems and
components; reduce deferred maintenance and make alterations to modernize schools so they
support current education programs and meet appropriate standards for health, safety and
resiliency; and, build new schools to meet 80 percent of projected enrollment growth.

Over the last five years, districts and states spent about $52.7 billion per year (20205) on school
construction replacement, new construction, system renewals, alterations and reductions in
deferred maintenance. However, this is about half of what is needed, leaving an annual gap of
$47.1 billion for our existing facilities, and nearly $12.7 billion for new school construction for
projected growth.'” The gap is not evenly shared. Low wealth and high need districts, without
the credit or cash to pay for essential facilities improvements must squeeze their instructional
budgets to cover emergency repairs, higher utility costs, and lost federal and state revenue due
to enrollment declines caused by poor conditions. As stated, the $100 billion in RRASA would
directly assist the poorest communities and districts with the oldest and most deteriorated
schools that cannot find a path forward.

$112.5 BILLION IN ANNUAL EFFORT AND NEEDS

UNFUNDED: Capital renewals
nin deferred m
$47.1 Billion

FUNDED: Annual average state & local school
construction expenditures: FY2014-18:
$52.7 Billion

! Preliminary analysis of U.S. Census of Government Fiscal Data, data
collected from state facilities off i applica n of industry
standards forthcoming in State of o 2021, from the 21st C
School Fund, Naticnal Council on School Facilities, International
Building Institute and the Center for Cities + Schools at UC Berkeley, June
2021.
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There appears to be some confusion about whether the recent funding from the COVID relief
packages essentially solves the PK-12 infrastructure problem. The ARP and COVID-19 funds
should help add i and op ional budget shortfalls, but do not address the
need for long term capital investments. Table 1: COVID Funds for School Districts = How does
15% for facilities stack up against 10 year capital needs? Table 1 on page 16 shows that
allocating 15 percent of the COVID relief funding for PK-12 (after taking out the 20 percent
learning loss set-aside) could absolutely help by reducing deferred maintenance so the district
can better follow the Centers for Disease Control school operations guidance to cope with the
fallout from COVID-19, but this level of funding (about $23 billion nationally) would not
substitute for a federal facilities funding program that could provide stable funding to states
over 10 years.'®

Table 1: COVID Funds for School Districts — How does 15% for facilities stack up against 10
year capital needs?®

IF 15% of COVID % of 10
Relief LEA $5 are | One year of Capital Avg Annual 10 Year Capital Year
State/Entity s_pulton capital Needs Estlm:me for | Capital Outlay Needs in 20208 Capital
Good (2) | FY1a-18(3) Need
(1) Estimate
Alabama | $391,942,765 | $1,409,930,000 $575,613,200 | $14.099,300,000 | 2.8%
Alaska $68,725,493 $437,588,525 $220,430,400 | $4375,885246 | 1.6%
California | $2,934,015,276 | $15,185,593,902 $7,117,186,600 | $151,855,933,019 | 1.9%
Colorado | $223,876,484 | 52,302,784,195 $1,47,625,800 | $23.027,841,954 | 1.0%
Delaware | $79,848,997 $331,042,425 $127.100,800 | 53310424254 | 2.4%
o $75,835,027 $410,142,912 5376910200 | $4101,429120 | 1.8%
Florida $1,371,028932 | $4,753,389,863 $1,951,117,400 | $47.533.898.832 | 2.9%
Georgia $823,254,482 $2,127,902,782 $1,858,244,200 | $21,279,027.815 | 3.9%
Hawaii $79,848,997 $650,160,000 $202,095,400 |  $6,501,600,000 | 1.2%
ldsho 585,314,406 $638,090,096 $100,753,000 | $6,380,500,960 | 1.3%
Maine $79,348,997 $489,409,882 109,003,600 | 54894008822 | 16%
Maryland | $376,997.978 $2,204,522,607 $1,210,459,800 | $22.045.226067 | 1.7%
New $7,822,230,170 | 2.4%
Mexico $191,039,007 $782,223,017 $553,040,400
North $24,108,452,000 |  2.9%
Carolina $702,732,755 $2,410,845,200 $946,409,000
Oregon $218,025703 | $1,671,323232 $672,532,800 | 316713232320 | 13%
!* Letter from the Mational Council on School Facilities r ng that

districts work to secure 15% of the LEA relief funds to meet CDC requirements
and reduce deferred maintenance of their facilities.

i* Data collected from state facilities officials and analyzed by 21 Century
School Fund and the Maticnal Council on School Facilities for the upcoming
State of our Schools 2021, June 2021.
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IF 15% of COVID % of 10
Relief LEA $5 are | One year of Capital Avg Annual 10 Year Capital Year
State/Entity | spent on capital MNeeds Estimate for | Capital Outlay in 20208 Capital
Good dship (2) |  FY14-18 (3) Need
1) Estimate
Rhode 54,509,343,888 1.7%
Island $81,300,436 5490,934,389 $77,751,600
Virginia $415,063,152 $2,582,653,676 $1,163,404,600 | 525826536757 | 16%
Washington | $368,925,013 $2,562,242,891 $2,138,079,200 | $25.622,428,914 | 1.4%

Tosee drstnct by dlstrlct data, by state on using 15% of COVID relief funding for facilities go to:

id uidance . On this site you can compare one
year uf operational funding for operations and maintenance of plant with a 15% allocation from
COVID relief funds for Healthy & Safe School Facilities.

C. School ion is labor i ive work and $100 billion in direct grants and $30 billion
of bond subsidies will create about 2 million jobs.

i = . The jobs created through a $120 billion

..'“llllll} r school construction public works
. =

program (5100 billion in grants and $30
billion in bond interest subsidies) is
estimated to create over 2 million jobs.
These jobs include direct construction
jobs, and supplier jobs—from the
fixtures, furniture, equipment, materials
and supplies manufactured for
construction projects. Additionally, this
estimate includes induced jobs—those
jobs that are possible because of the
employment of related to the
construction projects.®® In a federal funded state program for public school facilities, the jobs
for public school construction will not be focused on just a few major public work projects.
These jobs will be available in communities across the country—in urban, rural, town, and
suburban communities.

0 ypdated employment multipliers for the U.S. Economy, Josh Bivens, January
23, 2019, Economic Policy Institute, and A public investment agenda that
delivers the goods for American workers needs to be long-lived, broad, and
subject to democratic oversight. December 8, 2016.
https://www.epi.org/publication/a-public-investment-agenda-that-delivers-the-
goods-for-american-workers-needs-to-be-long-lived-broad-and-subject-to-
democratic-oversight/
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Chairman ScorT. Thank you very much. Under Committee Rule
9(a), we will now question the witnesses under the five-minute
rule. I will be recognizing Committee Members in seniority order.

And again, to ensure that the Members’ five minutes is adhered
to, the staff will be keeping track of time and the timer will sound
when your time is expired. Please be attentive to the time and
wrap up when your time is over and then remute your microphone.

As chair, I will recognize the gentleman from Connecticut Mr.
Courtney to begin the questions.

Mr. COURTNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you to all
the witnesses. And again, I think this hearing could not be more
timely, I mean partly because obviously we have a President who
is really serious about doing more than just announcing infrastruc-
ture week, but actually but an infrastructure plan on the table for
Congress that has it paid for, which is you know long overdue.

It’s also timely because you know the economy certainly is begin-
ning to recovery, but we'’re already seeing that the sort of post-pan-
demic profile, this economy is going to be different than what ex-
isted even just a year and a half ago when the pandemic first
struck.

The New York Times today has an article in the business section
as the economy rebounds manufacturers face new hurtles. And it
describes very powerfully what I think probably all of us know in
our districts which is that trying to get workforce that’s got the
right skillset to take on jobs right now is a big problem and a big
issue for employers.

So we have this situation that I think Mr. Lanter sort of alluded
to it where we have large numbers of dislocated workers who are
from sectors like retail and service industries, restaurants, who
may not be coming back either any time soon or at all.

And at the same time, we have a new demand for workers who
don’t have the skillset to connect to those opportunities. And then
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you overlay that with the infrastructure bill which is talking about
investing in critical new activities such as semi-conductor and chip
manufacturing, which I think frankly, anyone who looks at that
issue in terms of the fragility of the supply chain into this country,
we understand that’s really as much a national security issue as
it is an economic issue.

The same with production of off-shore wind turbines. And in my
district in the one in Connecticut, we're going to have wind turbine
assembly platforms that are going to be taking place that again is
a whole new skillset in the building trades, and we actually have
this venture that’s now been spearheaded by Vestas which is a
Danish company that’s the largest wind turbine manufacturer in
the world, that’s a project labor agreement, incorporating the build-
ing trades associations, electric cars, I mean the list goes on and
on.
So Mr. Lanter, I guess you know I would just you talked about
how the workforce boards need to sort of you know take on a new
level, if not new task in terms of being the interface with appren-
ticeship programs. Can you again, just sort of walk through that
process because you know the WIOA Program again takes people
who are sort of the pre-apprenticeship level in making sure that
they actually get inside you know, a new employer’s front gate.

I think it’s still sort of a connection that we probably need to
strengthen at a time like this. I think you need to unmute sir, yes.

Mr. LANTER. Yes. Thanks Congressman. I appreciate your ques-
tion and yes, workforce boards are quite poised to really assist with
the expansion of the apprenticeship model. You know the appren-
ticeship model, you mentioned it, is really a unique model that will
enable individuals to not only receive the education and training
that they need to get into a career path that will allow them to
raise and support a family.

But it enables individuals who haven’t been successful in the tra-
ditional education system to learn while they earn, and more im-
portantly, it allows individuals who are at the lower end of our eco-
nomic spectrum, those low-wage, low-skilled workers who need in-
come to support a family.

Oftentimes they can’t afford to go to school. It enables them to
get that key income while they’re training. And so, here’s the role
of the workforce boards. They really play a key role as inter-
mediaries, really bringing together the industry demand with the
critical education partners, and then they can also market that
work to the community, and really recruit from the most vulner-
able populations, key candidates who will be successful in the
training programs.

Right now, in California we have several successful models of
registered apprenticeship programs in industries. Some of the ones
you mentioned IT, engineering, manufacturing, aerospace, early
childhood education, and these apprenticeships also include youth
and that’s really key to dramatically increasing skills and wages
for millions of American workers, and for turning profits for busi-
ness.

And I would just say this last thing. You know in the America’s
Job Plan we can fund cost for curriculum development, training
wage subsidies for these hard to serve populations, data collection
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and validation to make sure we’re accountable, and this is really
critical to our Nation’s largest business, our small and medium
businesses.

They often cannot afford these startup costs, and the administra-
tion costs that come with earn and learn models like apprentice-
ship, but this is the key to unlock a more equitable recovery.
Thank you.

Mr. COURTNEY. Thank you I yield back.

Chairman ScOTT. Thank you. Next there are questions from the
distinguished Ranking Member of the Committee, gentlelady from
North Carolina, Dr. Foxx.

Ms. Foxx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Dr. McCluskey thank you
for talking about the Constitution in your testimony. I don’t want
to get too far into the details of these proposals without bringing
the conversation back to that core issue.

We can all clearly see that education is not included in the Con-
stitution and was in fact among the many powers delegated to the
states by the founding father’s envisioned keeping power con-
centrated at the most local level possible.

Mr. McCLUSKEY. Well because they knew that there were only
a few specific things that a national government would be good at
and that it should do, and those were basically relations with other
countries, other national level things, and then making sure that
for instance, states didn’t do things like set up trade barriers
against each other.

Otherwise, people know their own needs, and communities know
their own needs much better than the national government would,
and the Federal Government, and it was really not even a thought
that the Federal Government would be involved in something like
education.

And then there was mention of a national university, and it was
decided that well you know that could fall under a specific power,
which was control over the District of Columbia. So the founders,
and for most of our history we recognize that education was some-
thing that’s very important to individuals, and the families, and to
specific communities, and they should be in charge of both funding
it, and how it runs.

And of course, when the Federal Government funds something,
it ultimately ends up instituting a lot of control.

Ms. Foxx. Thank you Dr. McCluskey. I'm deeply concerned with
employers requiring a college degree for work that does not require
that level of education because it acts as another hurdle preventing
people from climbing the socioeconomic ladder.

Why might credential inflation be partially the fault of the Fed-
eral Government, and the democrat’s proposal for “free” college ex-
acerbate this phenomenon. What can Congress do or stop doing to
encourage more skill-based irony.

Mr. McCLUSKEY. Yes if we look historically you could sort of see
where several Federal laws greatly increased aid that went to stu-
dents, and that led to massive additional consumption of higher
education, which of course was the intention, but that had huge
unintended consequences which you have more and more people at-
taining something called a degree, but the degree as the national
assessment of adult literacy, the P Act test has shown us that.
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The average degree keeps losing more and more as time has gone
on of the skills and knowledge that it represents. And what’s made
that even tougher is that increasingly it will enable employers to
ask for a degree when people come for a job, not because that de-
gree signifies that you have specific skills and knowledge, but it’s
becoming more and more a signal that if you don’t have that de-
gree, well maybe there is something that’s not quite right with you.

d so, we've made it sort of a floor, instead of a meaningful sig-
nal of things that you can do, and that you know because you have
received an education.

Ms. Foxx. Thank you. Mr. Riedl, Riedl excuse me, you covered
the daunting Federal budget outlook in your testimony. In your
written statement you called double or triple the national debt “ex-
traordinarily reckless.” What would the real-world consequences
be, the economy of doubling or tripling the national debt?

Mr. RIEDL. Thank you. The numbers are scary. According to the
Congressional Budget Office doubling the national debt would re-
duce the GNP by $6,000.00 per person relative that if we don’t dou-
ble the debt. $6,000.00 per person lower GNP by the end of 30
years per person.

So, a family of four that’s $24,000.00 a year less income. Because
there’s less investment, less productivity, less growth, and more of
the returns go to the international investors who are purchasing
our debt. There’s also the interest costs you know. The CBO base-
ment assumes that in 30 years just under the baseline, half of your
taxes go to interest on the debt.

And if we go up to 250 or 300 percent of GDP, like if interest
rates rise, or the President’s plan is implemented, two-thirds of all
of your taxes will go toward interest on the debt in 30 years. And
the problem of course is you don’t feel this while it’s building. It’s
like the termites in the foundation.

And then when the debt crisis hits and interest rates are up and
you have to raise taxes, it’s too late to pull it back very easily. You
have to double taxes, slash spending, or print money. Better to
avoid the problem in the first place.

Ms. Foxx. Absolutely. And I want to point out Mr. Chairman
that Mr. Lanter talks about the apprenticeship programs, and as
you know you have said before we have a 43 percent graduation
rate for apprenticeship programs, and you've called it the gold
standard, others have called it the gold standard.

I hardly think we hold up any institutions with a 43 percent ap-
prenticeship—with a 43 percent graduation rate as a gold stand-
ard, pushing more people into apprenticeships is not the way we
go if they’re controlled by the unions.

I was talking about registered apprenticeships. So, we don’t need
to be doing that. Thank you very much to our witnesses again and
I yield back.

Chairman ScoOTT. Thank you. Next Member for recognition is the
gentleman from Northern Mariana Islands Mr. Sablan.

Mr. SABLAN. Yes. Thank you very much Chairman for holding
this hearing. I want to thank all the witnesses also for joining us
and for sharing of their opinions, their comments on this hearing.
I want to take special—Mr. Chairman I'll be bouncing between our
hearing and other Committee where we’re having a 5 hour markup,
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but I'd be remiss if I don’t thank Mr. Mitsui and his college com-
munity and of course all the people of Oregon for hosting Mariana’s
residents who relocated to attend school in Oregon and other parts
of the mainland.

And some, like my own daughter has decided to become full-time
residents of Portland. Ms. Filardo. I want to thank you for your re-
sounding support of RRASA, so I'm going to followup with a ques-
tion.

You, according to the GAO 5 percent of school districts rely on
local revenue as their primary source of funding for school infra-
structure. Can you describe the unique challenges that high pov-
erty schools and districts face in financing school construction
projects and how does this perpetuate inequity?

Ms. FILARDO. Yes. That’s a really good question, and it’s one that
face poor districts have been wrestling with. Because if you don’t
have high property value, if you don’t have sales tax revenue, if
you don’t have any other form of public revenue to borrow against,
you can’t actually do major projects in your schools.

So, part of what happens to these districts is rather than having
a million dollars to replace a roof, they keep patching, patching,
patching, but then eventually it gets so bad that it’s a problem. So,
they really end up spending more on the maintenance side,
disinvesting on the capital side, but they have little choice.

Just one other point on that even in states where there is a State
role to help fund, like in Massachusetts, or in Georgia for example,
the State will only do so much, and so sometimes the poorest dis-
tricts can’t even raise their 10 percent in order to get their State
matches.

So, it’s very difficult for these low wealth districts.

Mr. SABLAN. Thank you, thank you very much. Mr. Malik re-
search suggests that high quality early care and education, includ-
ing high-quality preschool can be a key point in reducing achieve-
ment gaps. I was just in a conversation with Committee staff ear-
lier before this hearing about early care and education.

So, could you please tell us what does research show about the
emergence of racial and income achievement gaps? When during
geve}?opment do these gaps emerge and grow wider between chil-

ren?

Mr. MALIK. Yes, and thank you for the question. The fact is as
children enter the educational system in kindergarten, there are al-
ready well-documents gaps in their educational experience that by
that point send them on trajectories toward even wider achieve-
ment gaps.

You know there have been numerous studies that show invest-
ments in early childhood education. Don’t just have those edu-
cational benefits, but they have you know provide a stability to
families that lowers stress, that has a kind of cumulative benefit,
that has you know not just those early educational benefits for chil-
dren, but that stability really does produce greater long-term out-
comes and the kind of safety and security that young children need
economically within the family.

Mr. SABLAN. OK. So, does the current childcare system which we
have and which access to quality care is largely predicated on pa-
rental income then itself too narrowing, or closing achievement
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gaps? And why would it be important that all children, regardless
of race or income, have access to high-quality childcare?

Mr. MALIK. Yes, right now we know that you know childcare
deserts disproportionately impact Hispanic and Latino commu-
nities.

Mr. SABLAN. Like my district in the islands.

Mr. MALIK. Very much so there. There is also just this market-
based reality for early childhood education means that children in
families with the highest incomes are four times as likely to be
going to a licensed childcare program than children in the lowest
income quintile.

. So right now, we have just vast inequalities that we need to solve
or.

Mr. SABLAN. All right. Thank you very much Mr. Chairman my
time is up. I yield back.

Chairman ScoTT. Thank you. The gentleman from Wisconsin Mr.
Grothman I think is next. Mr. Grothman.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Hi. A couple of questions. First of all, I kind of
want to reiterate what the Chairman said. I'm a little bit dis-
appointed. We have so many people from the education background
here looking for the Federal Government to be very involved, and
of course it’s unconstitutional.

And one of the reasons why our country is so in debt right now
is people don’t study the Constitution. They think the Federal Gov-
ernment should take care of everything. So, I'm disappointed that
so many people in the field of education feel that way.

But I am going to lead off with Mr. Brian Riedl. Brian, I know
there’s a lot in here for preschool. I know—I'm sorry did someone
say something? I wondered if you could comment on the ideas of
sending children to preschool. Is it successful, or is it in some cases
it’s even counter-productive?

Mr. RIEDL. It’s tough for me to comment specifically on research
that would have been done by my colleagues. I did not do the pre-
school. I know in terms of Head Start there have been studies that
have shown that Head Start isn’t as successful as some would like.

There have been studies that have shown I believe the Depart-
ment of HHS that some of the effects of programs like Head Start
end up being more short-term, rather than long-term and that we
need to find you know more creative, interesting ways to help
younger children.

Mr. GROTHMAN. I believe youll find, and I'm sorry you didn’t
read it, but I believe you’ll find that preschool can even be counter-
productive, that frequently it’s better for children to be with their
parents. I know a lot of people are hostile to their parents, you
know, spending a lot of time with their children, becoming a little
bit more hostile, but I think some of these programs not only are
not helpful, but are even counterproductive.

But I'll move over to Dr. McCluskey then. We talked about more
money for four-year degrees. Could you comment on say the num-
ber of people in four-year institutions today, and I certainly in my
district, again and again, run into people who feel like they're
ripped off.

They feel like they have a big college debt, or that they spent
four or 5 years of their life on getting a four-year degree and it
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didn’t get them a job other than a job they would have been quali-
fied for when they were 16 years old anyway.

Could you comment on what you think would be an ideal number
of people, percent of our population involved in a four-year degree
program as opposed to what currently are there today?

Mr. McCLUSKEY. I am sort of hesitant to pick an ideal percent-
age because I don’t know all the different needs of different people.
And I think part of the problem we’ve had is the Federal Govern-
ment said, 'Well we’re going to put our thumb on the scale to get
people to consume four-year degrees.?

And what I can say is the data clearly shows we have too many
four-year degrees. Data from the fed shows that about a third of
people with a bachelor’s degree for their career are in jobs that do
not require that credential.

So, you may say well we should reduce the percentage of people
with a degree by a third. The other problem we have though be-
cause all of this is dynamic, is that the more we subsidize people
going to college, the more we have jobs that call for degrees.

So, we would say well, these people are not underemployed right
now because this job now calls for a degree, but it may not have
before. And so, it’s hard to peg the right percentage. The way we
find out what’s right is it’s from the bottom up—people paying for
education themselves, or with money they get voluntarily from oth-
ers because that’s what focuses us on what do we need, how much
are we willing to pay for it, what do we get along with it.

Maybe we don’t need the waterparks and lazy rivers we see in
universities. So, I think the thing we can say most clearly is prob-
ably about a third of people with certainty got bachelor’s degrees
and are not using them right now.

Mr. GROTHMAN. How do you feel, and I'm just saying because
there’s so many good jobs out there that don’t require, particularly
skilled jobs that don’t require bachelor degrees? It would be a mis-
take. Not only a mistake because the Federal Government is
spending money they shouldn’t have to spend, but for individuals
spending time going to school that would be better off either train-
ing or getting a very well compensated job in the construction field
and manufacturing field what have you. Do you feel that’s true?

Mr. McCLUSKEY. Yes. I think a lot of that change needs to hap-
pen at the K through 12 where we have very little school choice
and we need a lot more, so people who don’t want to be in that go
to the four-year school track can start to seek out apprenticeships
and other sort of education earlier than that.

But I certainly think if you look at the history of degrees in this
country, we have massively over produced them, and driven the
price higher because it’s all sort of fueled by subsidies that mainly
come from the Federal Government.

Mr. GROTHMAN. I think my time is about up, but we’ll show here
to the other witness masking the drawbacks of universal pre-K.
And I would suggest that for everybody on the Committee to read,
because not only is it sometimes not helpful, its counterproductive.

And I know you know people don’t like you know going back,
they want additional family and are very hostile right now, but it’s
something everybody should familiarize themselves with before we
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put any more Federal money into pre-K. Thank you very much.
And that’s all my time.

Chairman ScoOTT. The gentleman from Wisconsin offer that for
the record?

Mr. GROTHMAN. Sure. We'll put it in there for the record. Abso-
lutely.

Chairman ScoTT. No problem without objection I enter it into
the record. Thank you. The gentleman’s time is expired.

Chairman ScOTT. The next witness is the gentlelady from Flor-
ida Ms. Wilson.

Ms. WiILsON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And before I start ask-
ing my questions, I just want to give a thumbs up for Head Start
and that’s where I started my educational career, and also uni-
versal pre-K. I don’t know what kind of studies show that universal
pre-K does not close the achievement gap between African-Amer-
ican children and children of color and white children.

So, when we begin to talk about a once in a generation American
Families Plan, we've got to consider universal pre-K. I want to say
to Mr. Mitsui from Oregon and Ms. Bonamici. I can say that you
stand as a textbook example of where we're trying to go as far as
free community college for our communities.

And I want to know what has the Portland Community College,
what kind of recommendations can you give to the community col-
leges around the Nation who are going to benefit from the Amer-
ican Families Plan, this once in a generation plan, and what can
you or Ms. Bonamici as you talked about American Promise Grant
and what can you say today to these other counties, my county,
Dade County, Broward County, to offer free community college to
students?

And what do we do with that second 2 years that’s not in the
American Families Plan.

Mr. Mitsul. Thank you Congresswoman Bonamici, would you
like me to answer or?

Ms. WILSON. Oh no this is for you not Ms. Bonamici.

Mr. MiTsul. OK thank you, sorry. Just getting used to the pro-
tocol. So, thank you for the question. You know I think the Amer-
ica’s College Promise will help generations of students access com-
munity college in a more equitable way.

And one of the biggest barriers that our students run into, in fact
two-thirds of our students according to the real college survey are
basic needs insecurity. And so, in addition to assisting with tuition,
there are parts of the American College Promise Act that incent
the states to change some policies in order to improve access to
public benefit programs while students are going to college.

So that they don’t have to worry about what they’re going to eat,
where they're going to sleep, or other barriers that they have. You
know one of the big reasons some students dropped out was be-
cause they were care givers, either they were taking care of their
kids, they’re taking care of parents, or theyre taking care of sib-
lings.

And to the extent that there’s support for them while they're
going to school they’re going to finish. They're more likely to be
able to complete. And it’s when they complete and they earn that
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certificate, or they earn that associate’s degree that they achieve
escape velocity out of poverty.

Also basic needs insecurity is an equity issue because in the his-
tory of our country it’s communities of color that’s disproportion-
ately impacted by poverty, by food insecurity, by housing insecu-
rity, and being able to improve access to post-secondary education
is also an equity issue and it’s an anti-poverty measure.

And you can’t once somebody earns that credential like Dr. Tara
Roberts, you cannot take that away. I mean they have the knowl-
edge. They have the skill, and they’re more likely to be able to earn
a living wage, and then their children are more likely to graduate
as well.

So, what we do is something called Pathways to Opportunity.
And this is a project led by PCC, and we work with the Oregon De-
partment of Health Services, and we’re working on integrating ben-
efit programs and wrapping around students while they’re in school
and helping them to graduate.

So, when you add America’s College Promise on top of that you
know, graduation rates are going to increase. Students are going
to be able to focus on school. It’s really, it’s just so hard to focus
on school when youre hungry, or when youre not sure where
you're going to sleep. That makes it really, really hard to finish, or
how your kids are going to be taken care of, especially now during
the pandemic when everybody is at home.

For the last 2 years for that transfer work at the State level is
also very critical. And so, I know there’s work going on across the
country and regionally, which either Western InterState Commis-
sion of Higher Education has something called the InterState Pass-
port that helps to reduce credit wastage during the transfer proc-
ess.

In Oregon we're doing transfer mapping, and so there are strate-
gies that can be employed to facilitate transfer and make sure
those credits are not wasted, and that students graduate from a
four-year as well.

Ms. WiLsoN. Thank you so much. My time is up Mr. Chair, but
I want to put in the record some articles I have. One says 3 million
kids missing from school because of COVID-19 is a travesty. The
other one says report estimates 1 to 3 million students missing
from school since March, and the other unprecedented numbers of
students have disappeared during the pandemic. Schools must
work harder than ever to find them.

Chairman ScoTT. Thank you without objection those will be en-
tered into the record, and that gives us some issues to use our over-
sight responsibilities to make sure that the schools districts are
using the money we sent them from the Rescue Plan to take care
of that problem. Thank you.

Chairman ScoTT. Next Member to be recognized is the gen-
tleman who appears to have landed in his office. The gentleman
from Georgia Mr. Allen.

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir thank you. Thank you, Mr., Chairman and
I want to thank all the witnesses for being here. Mr. Riedl, I appre-
ciate your data related to the current spending levels. One of the
big issues in my district is workforce, and as I understand it, we
still have about 10 million people on unemployment, and we’ve got
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about 20 million work capable people trapped in poverty on govern-
ment programs.

And we can’t seem to get those folks to go to work. And so, but
at the same time we’re throwing all this money at the problem, and
the big issue—and you know, is there some data out there that I
mean employees and employers are telling me that the problem is
the enhanced, well one is the stimulus checks.

And of course, let me say that Georgia’s economy is only off
about .6 percent right now. We’ve had an amazing comeback, and
of course we opened early, and under CDC requirements and you
know did all the things that we could do to do it right under our
Governor’s leadership.

But you know what bothers me is you know all this money we
spent for stimulus checks and for enhanced unemployment, yet
what’s keeping the economy going is the workforce, which we've all
admitted to here today.

You know why do intellectuals in Washington, DC. think they
know more about what a State or a county or a city need to do to
fix those problems?

Mr. RIEDL. Yes, I mean that’s a great question. The enhanced
unemployment, especially it was originally $600.00, now it’s
$400.00 Federal bonus. It made a lot more sense back when we
didn’t want people to go to work. I don’t think it was a major dis-
incentive a year ago, or 8 months ago when for the most part we
wanted people to stay home.

But now that the economy is reopening, now that people are get-
ting vaccinated, we want people to go back to work. All of a sud-
den, the $400.00 bonus can become a disincentive. There’s an eco-
nomic consensus that overly generous unemployment benefits do
provide disincentives to work.

The $400.00 bonus right now is more than the median unem-
ployed person earns in the short-term. So again it wasn’t a big
problem when you didn’t want people to work, but as the economy
reopens over the next couple months, that’s going to become a big-
ger barrier that Congress is going to need to look at possibly before
it expires, because otherwise you’re going to see a lot of help want-
ed signs, and a lot of people saying well, maybe I should wait until
August or September because I might actually lose money.

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, but my colleagues just a month ago passed a
highly partisan, we viciously opposed this stimulus bill that has
created the problem. I mean two trillion. Now we’re looking at an-
other two trillion. I mean you know the taxpayer is going to get
very tired of this.

Tell me something on the scale of where this debt is going, and
then let me tell you republicans and democrats both are respon-
sible for. I'm not laying it on my friends, you know, but the bottom
line is you know it’s not sustainable. We've seen what it’s done to
other countries, and we see where our position is right now.

And also from a national security standpoint it increases our se-
curity risk enormously because all of a sudden if a country said OK
we’re pulling all of our investments out of the United States, people
aren’t standing in line to buy our debt anymore, we've got a big
problem.
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So, tell me about your work with that, and if we don’t stop this
what could possibly happen?

Mr. RIEDL. Yes, I mean we'’re on course to have the debt go from
17 trillion to 35 trillion dollars in a decade. This is remarkable. If
the entire President’s campaign agenda was enacted, the debt
would hit 42 trillion dollars at the end of the decade, up from 17
trillion.

At that point it’s 130 percent of the economy, or one-quarter big-
ger than at the end of World War II. At least World War II ended,
and the debt came down. We right now are facing 100 trillion dol-
lars in baseline debt over the next 30 years. You don’t want the
debt to go to 200—300 percent of the economy. That’s too much for
China and Japan to bail out even if they want to.

At that point you really have to start to run the printing press
and monetize it. Again, this is dangerous ground for us, and the
danger is once the debt gets that big it’s really hard to reverse it.

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, yes, I mean it would take under a mortgage if
you went to mortgage this debt it would take 500 years to pay it
off. Those folks are not going to be happy with it. Thank you Mr.
Chairman I yield back.

Chairman ScoTT. Thank you. The gentlelady from Oregon, Ms.
Bonamici.

Ms. BoNaMmicl. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member
Foxx, and thank you to our witnesses, especially President Mitsui.
In response to Representative Wilson’s question. Representative
Allen I think you need to mute, thank you.

In response to Representative Wilson’s question I just want to
add that PCC has a program called Future Connect. This wonder-
ful program and I know President Mitsui you did submit some ma-
terials about it to support low income first-generation students,
and that really makes a difference.

So I'm actually really glad we passed the American Rescue Plan,
which my colleague was just talking about because among other
things it’s made vaccinations more widely available, it’s helped
schools and businesses get the support they need to reopen safely,
but families and the economy are still struggling, and I'm very
grateful that President Biden heeded my call for a 100 billion dol-
lar investment in the workforce funding, that he also included sup-
port for child care and school buildings in the proposed American
Jobs Plan.

And I look forward to working with my colleagues on this Com-
mittee to advance the plan so our communities cannot just rebuild
but build back better. President Mitsui thank you for your mean-
ingful testimony. I recently joined Chairman Scott in reintroducing
the Relaunching America’s Workforce Act which includes a 2-bil-
lion-dollar investment to revive the trade adjustment assistance
community college and training grant program, an important pro-
gram with a long name.

Which supports, as you know, community college and industry
partnerships in developing workforce programs. So how would this
funding help community colleges like PCC scale up workforce pro-
grams, especially to support displaced, dislocated and under em-
ployed workers?
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Mr. Mirsul. Thank you Representative Bonamici. Yes, the
TAACCT program was a landmark program that catalyzed systems
change across the country. In particular I think about the State
consortia, and how it made a huge difference in Oregon around ca-
reer pathways.

And career pathways as you know are short-term certificates
that are stackable credentials with wrap around support services.
And our career pathway program at Portland Community College
has a 90 percent plus completion rate, and of course high place-
ment rates, and individuals are experiencing wage progression.

Also, we have almost eliminated the equity gap and so our stu-
dents of color graduate at nearly the same rate as the average rate.
When I was in Washington State at North Seattle Community Col-
lege, we were part of Air Washington. That was a TAACCT grant
with a State consortia.

I can remember us being—there were several community colleges
with avionics programs. We were all in the same room with a large
major aerospace employer and we all got on the same page on the
curriculum, and we compared the knowledge, skills, and abilities
for the different avionics positions.

And then the employer calibrated their job titles so that when
students graduated, they knew which jobs to apply for. We found
that we needed to actually truncate our curriculum, make it more
efficient, and that saved students time and effort. Multiply that
times 50 states, and you know that’s the kind of impact that
TAACCT had.

So, we you know, having another version of that you know at the
same time where we have an infrastructure investment, it’s really
important to have a human infrastructure investment.

Ms. BoNnaMmicI. Absolutely.

Mr. MITSUIL So that we don’t have a skills gap.

Ms. BonaMict. Thank you. And I want to use my last remaining
time to ask Mr. Malik, thank you for your comments about
childcare, and for highlighting the importance of solving the
childcare crisis.

We know that when the pandemic hit schools and communities
got together and made sure that students could get meals during
the day even though the school building was closed. I'm really
grateful for everyone in Oregon who worked on getting those meals
to students.

So, I chair the Civil Rights and Human Services Subcommittee,
and I'm working on an update to the Child and Adult Care Food
Program to better address child hunger issues for early learners
and their families. So, Mr. Malik you mentioned the importance of
CACFP in your testimony.

It currently provides up to two nutritious meals per day for chil-
dren in care. So I'm now working on reintroducing my legislation
to expand access to nutritious meals during the additional time
that children are in care, so how would children who are in care
for 8 hours a day or more benefit by receiving a third meal or
Snaldli’ and how in general would this help working families, Mr.
Malik.

Mr. MALIK. Thank you for the question. The CACFP, Child Adult
Care Program is so crucial. It delivers as you said billions of meals
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per year. Right now I think it could really benefit from a few key
changes to allow those three meals per day, to meet the modern
structure of the child care system, and as well potentially to kind
of change those reimbursement rates I think for sites which may
be out of step with rising food costs, especially as child care pro-
grams are starting to serve really healthy meals, which young chil-
dren need.

Ms. BoNaMmicI. Thank you and I see my time is expired. I yield
back, thank you Mr. Chairman.

Chairman ScoTT. Thank you. The next person thank you, the
next person I have on my list is the gentleman from Idaho, Mr.
Fulcher, is he still on the screen? There he is.

Mr. FULCHER. Yes.

Chairman ScOTT. Mr. Fulcher, OK.

Mr. FULCHER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and a comment and a
question just briefly, but in terms of the comment I just want to
share a perspective on the so-called free community college for the
first 2 years.

I know the intention is good. I know the intention is good. The
only problem is it just doesn’t work. And we’ve all, or at least most
of us have children, or have had children or grandchildren, and if
you don’t have some skin in the game, if they’re not somehow in-
vested in this process, they’re just not as serious about it.

There’s not the reward. If you offer something as a gift, if you
will, then there’s just simply not the same response, the same own-
ership. And that also carries over to what happens in the classroom
with these instructors. They now would have a large group of stu-
dents who just simply don’t care.

Now that’s not always going to be the case, but that’s certainly
going to be a trend. And as we all know there is no such thing as
free. 'm asking you all to pay for my children’s education, and
you're asking me to pay for yours. That’s how this really does work.
There is nothing for free on that front.

Also, what’s bothersome, and what leads to my question has to
do with the Federal and State match, the one dollar for every three
and so on. In our State we don’t have the benefit of a broad-based
property tax, which many states use as a mechanism to fund their
education system and other things.

The reason for that is we don’t own the land. It’s a Federal State.
We're a tenant in the State, the Federal Government has two-
thirds of the land mass. And so that’s got continuous struggle.
Other states have similar issues if they’ve got large percentages of
Federal land.

So, to that end, I'd just like steer a question now to Mr.
McCluskey on that front. If there is such a piece of legislation that
says hey the Federal Government is going to kick in three dollars,
or whatever that number is, but the State needs to kick in a dollar,
what is the assurance that we may have, that the Federal Govern-
ment being 30 plus trillion dollars in debt, will we continue to be
able to do that because the State is on the hook after that. Mr.
McCluskey?

Mr. McCLUSKEY. Yes that is really a very real problem. The first
thing I'd say of course we have way too much money in higher edu-
cation right now. If we break it down by per pupil, we’ve seen huge
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increases in the total amount spent for decades, so there’s a lot of
money there.

But what we’ve seen in other countries when you compare OECD
countries, the more that you get direct subsidies through schools,
so not as we've done it through students, but directly to schools,
and we're talking about public colleges and universities here.

The amount of money, the share of money comes from the gov-
ernment, the fewer resources there actually are in the schools as
we look at the trend for these countries. Because there is a limit
to how much you can spend. And when you make something free
you incentivize more and more people to consume it because it’s not
their money, so you run into a big problem.

There’s only finite resources in the world, no matter how many
good things we’d like to do with them, there’s a limit. And you run
into the problem of you incentivize people to go to school and you
hit that limit on how much you can spend, and that’s when you see
things like rationing, and sort of becoming you have systems where
you have to pass a test to access the university, and I don’t think
we want to go in that direction.

Mr. FULCHER. Thank you for that. And that makes sense to me.
I have just one followup question just because the benefit of the
drawback of serving our State legislation, and particularly on the
finance Committee, but I've seen this happen before.

When the Federal Government offers a program, or offers money,
oftentimes there are strings attached that come with it, and those
strings don’t necessarily reflect the local value system, or the local
priorities that come along with it.

If this were to be put into place what would you envision as to
be some of those strings that the Federal Government may want
to put on those dollars as a prerequisite for them being offered?

Mr. McCLUSKEY. Well the things I've seen suggested in the past
are where you would put limits on what schools can spend their
money on. And partially that’s well-intended. You don’t actually
want colleges and universities to have those water parks. But it
would also be quite possibly, rules about well you can only have so
nice a student union, or your food can only be so good, and cer-
tainly we have extreme expenditures on that with the subsidies to
students.

But it’s very dangerous of the Federal Government to get money
to run a school and start saying well here are the sort of things
that you cannot make better. What’s really good about our system
and what probably makes it the best in the world in higher ed is
that schools do have to respond to students, and in many ways that
makes them better, including access to professors, nice campuses,
and lots of things like that.

Mr. FULCHER. Mr. McCluskey thank you. I'm out of time. Mr.
Chairman I yield back.

Chairman ScOTT. Thank you. Our next Member is the gentleman
from California who made quite a sacrifice to get here. Thank you,
Mr. Takano, for being here today. I understand you had to take the
red eye and you're with us today at noon, so thank you so much.
The gentleman from California Chairman Takano.

Mr. TAKANO. Thank you, Chairman Scott. I'll do my best not to
be grumpy. My first question is to Mr. Malik. Mr. Malik some of
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my colleagues across the aisle have suggested that Federal invest-
ments in preschool would be harmful for children, a claim that I
believe is false.

As you and Mr. Riedl, one of the republican witnesses stated,
there is a vast literature demonstrating that preschool yields favor-
able short-term outcomes for young children. Moreover, there is
%rm&ving literature showing that preschool benefits last up to adult-

ood.

Children who attend preschool are more likely to graduate from
high school and earn higher wages than their peers who do not at-
tend preschool. Can you confirm my claims Mr. Malik?

Mr. MALIK. Yes Congressman there’s a vast and very strong lit-
erature in economics and public policy research showing that Head
Start broad based investments in early childhood education, in pre-
school, universal preschool, all have benefits in the short-term edu-
cationally, and in the long-term.

And I think the reference to harmful outcomes is referring to the
Quebec universal pre-K program that was instituted in the 1990’s.
And what I would say to that is that there’s a lesson to be learned
there, and that lesson is integrated into the Child Care for Work-
ing Families Act, which is you do not do this on the cheap.

Doing that will only shuttle lower income families into low-qual-
ity programs. And this approach that is outlined in the Child Care
for Working Families Act does quite the opposite.

Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Malik by high-quality we mean there’s many
elements to it, but an essential element is that we have well-
trained teachers that these instructors we just can’t—it’s not babies
today, that there is learning going on.

Mr. MALIK. Yes you know quality has two components. There’s
the physical things that you need for a good educational program,
and that’s important to invest in—the physical infrastructure. But
I would argue more importantly, especially for early childhood edu-
cation, it’s those interpersonal interactions, it’s those important
moments of hearing and understanding and listening to children of
developing those social, cognitive emotional skills.

Mr. TAKANO. Well thank you. So that means trained teachers.
We've already spent 39 billion dollars for childcare under the
American Rescue Plan. How are those funds helping the childcare
sector?

Mr. MALIK. Yes. Those dollars were crucial because the childcare
sector suffered an unprecedented set of losses last year. About half
of programs reported going into debt, personal debt in some cases,
to try and keep the doors open. Enrollment dropped by 50 percent
and more, even after programs opened up after being closed for
months.

So, the childcare programs were already on super slim margins.
Their operating costs went up with all the safety and health proto-
cols necessary, enrollments went down, and they were in the red.
And so those dollars were crucial.

Mr. TARKANO. My time is short. Why do we need to spend more
under the American Families Plan?

Mr. MALIK. What we need is a permanent long-term fix for what
got us into this situation in the first place. We need to invest in
the workforce as you mentioned. Quality comes from those early
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educators. And right now, with an average childcare educator mak-
ing $12.00 an hour, I mean that leads to high turnover, that leads
to economic stress for those educators.

It does not set us up for success.

Mr. TAKANO. Thank you. Mr. Mitsui I only have 30 seconds left,
but you made a comment that really struck me. You said that one
of the things impacting completion rates among community college
students is lack of access to childcare. So, we’re talking here about
enabling people to get back to work into jobs, accepting you need
childcare for that.

But you also need childcare to help students complete their pro-
grams, is that right?

Mr. MiTsul. Absolutely. Gallup has indicated a high percentage
of care givers stopped out because they needed to take care of their
children, siblings or parents. And that means they can’t complete
their training and education that they need to fill these jobs.

Mr. TAKANO. So, we also need elder care as well. We spoke about
childcare, but people who are older in their 30s and their 40s need
to take care of their aging parents, that’s also an issue. I yield back
Mr. Chairman, sorry I went over, and I hope I wasn’t grumpy.

Chairman ScoTT. Thank you so much you did well. Next, we
have the gentlelady from Iowa Ms. Miller-Meeks.

Ms. MILLER-MEEKS. Thank you so much Chairman Scott, Rank-
ing Member Foxx and to all of our witnesses. I think it’s vastly in-
teresting listening to this topic of conversation. I'm from a family
of 8 children. Neither of my parents were college educated, and so
I find it interesting that listening to this discussion.

My parents and siblings would not be trained teachers and would
not have been able to somehow produce a child that’s a first-gen-
eration college graduate, the only one in their family to ever go to
medical school and graduate.

So I think we should be cautious on what we consider to be
trained and adequate child care because there are millions of par-
ents out there with no college education and no training who raise
phenomenal children, children who have done amazing things to
put men on the moon, develop airplanes, develop educational sys-
tems and help start businesses that are Fortune 500 companies all
from very little resources.

And because of that, that is the genesis of my question. There
has been so much I think, especially in K through 12 and in our
society that really is funneling students toward a bachelor of arts
degree program, and for me it is their sole focus, but there are oth-
ers of us who advocate for a variety of post-secondary options for
students.

Mr. McCluskey in your written testimony you write in 1960 only
7.7 percent of Americans 25 years and older had a bachelor’s de-
gree or higher. In 2019 the number was 36 percent. The important
question is whether this was a net gain for society? And if you can
very briefly elaborate on what you mean by whether this is a net
gain for society?

Mr. McCLUSKEY. Sure. So, we often talk about education and the
shorthand for are we getting more education, do we have more de-
grees? Do we have more attainment? But what we really want to
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know is, are people getting more skills and knowledge that are of
value to them and in the economy.

And that’s why unfortunately in higher ed we don’t have a lot
of standardized tests, but we do have two. We have again the Na-
tional Assessment of Adult Literacy, 1992-2003, and then more re-
cently we have the P ACT. Both of them had two administrations.
And you could see that the literacy levels—this is post-literacy, you
know can you read a newspaper article? There was document lit-
eracy, can you read a tax form and understand it?

And there was also sort of whether you were literate in math,
you know whether you were numerate. And what we saw was
prose and document literacy had been dropping consistently as
we've increased credentials.

The sort of good news as we just stated sort of flat when it comes
to numeracy, but what this strongly suggests is that we’re not actu-
ally creating more knowledge, more skills, we’re creating more
pieces of paper called diplomas, and that isn’t what we should be
aiming for, and we’re doing it for a lot more money for each one
of those diplomas.

Ms. MILLER-MEEKS. Thank you so much and Mr. Riedl I believe
incentives matter. And as a State Senator we often address this
when we are looking at healthcare professions, and when I would
meet with colleges would talk to them, you know, we can do other
loan programs, we can do scholarships, but what are you doing to
lower prices.

So, you know Congress I think well intended, has wanted to
make college accessible and affordable. That was the point of gov-
ernment backed student loans, and now direct Federal student
loans. While this is an admirable policy goal, colleges and univer-
sities were able to increase their prices because students had easy
access to credit, and you know in essence a guaranteed payment
program.

So, it would cover that higher balance. So, this in turn created
more risk of going to college, more risk of indebtedness. And I
think if you could just address that in the brief time, I have left
remaining I would appreciate it thank you.

Mr. RiEDL. That’s a great question. I mean it makes sense theo-
retically. Colleges will charge as much as their target students are
willing to pay, and as financial resources rise with student aid, col-
leges will capture that aid. We see the same thing happen in
healthcare.

Since 1978 the price of college tuition and fees has increased
1,335 percent with the CPI inflation of 293 percent, so it’s growing
four times faster than inflation. And there is a link. The New York
Federal Reserve confirmed a few years ago that each dollar in sub-
sidized student loans brings a 60 cent rise in sticker price tuition,
which even goes to the people who don’t get the loans.

So, you give the loans to one group, another group gets a higher
tuition as well. Even Pell grants raise tuition by 37 cents on the
dollar. And so, we have to be careful. We mean well when we do
increase student aid, but if the colleges are just going to raise tui-
tion to capture it, we're not really helping with affordability.

Ms. MILLER-MEEKS. Thank you so much. I yield back my time
Chair.
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Chairman ScotrT. Thank you. Next the gentlelady from North
Carolina Ms. Adams.

Ms. Apams. Thank you, Mr. Chair, and thank you for holding
this meeting today, for the witnesses, thank you for sharing your
expertise as well. President Biden’s American Jobs Plan commits
among other things to address critical infrastructure needs at our
K-12 schools, early childcare facilities, and community colleges,
and to provide needed support for workforce training and develop-
ment.

I'm pleased as well that the plan mentions investing in research
infrastructure and research and development, at Historically Black
Colleges and Universities and other minority-serving institutions.
However, I think that HBCU and MSI deserve an even greater
commitment to adjust their overall infrastructure needs and to sup-
port their efforts to build facilities in order to prepare students for
21st Century jobs.

I'm working with colleagues on both sides of the aisle in both
chambers on legislation right now to address this. And I look for-
ward to seeing it considered by this Committee in the near future
as part of our efforts to advance this American Jobs Plan.

Now for my questions Mr. Mitsui, can you explain on the—can
you expand, excuse me, on the infrastructure needs of community
colleges across the country? And beyond renovation and mainte-
nance, can you explain how additional funding would help commu-
nity colleges purchase the up to date technology and equipment
necessary to provide students with the education they deserve?

Mr. MiTsul. Absolutely. Thank you for the question. So advanced
manufacturing is a good example of a sector that requires very ex-
pensive equipment. And in order to stay on the leading edge inter-
nationally, we need a big turning machines, we need additive man-
ufacturing laser centering machines. We need equipment that is
quite expensive if we're going to train and educate students to
move into high wage jobs, actually where there are a lot of open-
ings.

And so, take aviation science as an example. Jet engines are kind
of expensive. And they’re really important. You know our air
freight and power plant students need to get it right, and they’re
great jobs waiting for them when they complete. As we transition
also to electric vehicles, we’'re going to need to install a lot of elec-
tric charging stations across the country.

And how do you do that? How do you train that? If you’re an
automotive tech, how do you repair and all electric vehicle without
electrocuting yourself? That’s a really important basic skill, right?

So, all of these are skills that do require equipment, and by being
able to invest in the leading-edge equipment, we’re going to have
leading edge workers.

Ms. Apams. Thank you, sir. You know this investment in commu-
nity colleges is critical and I know our HBCU’s need it as well. Mr.
Lanter in your testimony you discuss some of the challenges that
individuals face in accessing affordable childcare, transportation,
food, and housing, which often prevent them from enrolling in edu-
cation and training programs, or even getting a job.
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So how important is it to provide equitable access to supportive
services through WIOA? And should we be considering expanding
access to these supports through the American Jobs Plan?

Mr. LANTER. Yes, thank you Congresswoman for the question.
You know this is so critical really, these basic support services. We
don’t need you know reports and studies to tell us that an indi-
vidual will really not be successful finding and obtaining a job if
their basic needs are not met as well.

These support services you mentioned are all basic needs that
hinders one success in obtaining education and finding a job.
Things like childcare, housing, food, medication, tools, license fees,
these are things that people making less than $27,000.00 a year
just cannot afford and will keep them out of education.

And so, the second part of your question yes, we should expand
the uses to support services in many different ways. The dollars
should be available in amounts so that they’re not rationed. In my
career I've seen support services rationed because there’s just not
enough money to meet the demand and the need.

We need to expand the types of services that are allowable so
that we can really break cycles of inequities. Things like car re-
pairs, and purchases for cars, grooming for homeless individuals,
housing are really critical and often overlooked support services,
and then last really critical, support services need to be offered
early in job training programs, and later in job training programs.

So, for example, after somebody obtains a job, we can provide
support services so that they can keep a job and then get a better
job moving to quality jobs and moving them out of poverty thank
you.

Ms. ADAMS. I'm out of time. Thank you, sir. Mr. Chairman I yield
back.

Chairman ScoTrT. Thank you. The gentleman from Utah Mr.
Owens.

Mr. OWENS. Thank you. Thank you, all the witnesses, for your
participation today. Dr. McCluskey one of the central arguments
you made against free college proposal is it would likely make post-
secondary education less responsive to students. This sounds very
familiar to me.

I'm the Ranking Member of the K through 12 Subcommittee, and
I can tell you one of the witnesses of our public education system
is how unresponsive parents can be. We've seen that frustration
being the forced closing of our schools, yet democrats want to con-
vert our current Federal student aid system in post-secondary edu-
cation to something that looks more like the K through 12 model.

All the thoughts at least Federal students aid generally goes to
students and follows those students to the institution they choose.
Is there some reason to think that funding educational systems
rather than the students, will give us better results if we put it
into post-secondary level that is now in the elementary and sec-
ondary level?

Mr. McCLUSKEY. Right. I think one of the things we’ve seen ac-
tually very clearly, more clearly than even before with COVID-19
is that public schools often are not very responsive to parents, and
it can be hard because you may be trying to serve different kinds
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of parents, but we’ve seen a lot of parents say I want my school
to be open. I want it to be in person.

What we've seen from CDC reporting and research is it’s safe to
be there, but these schools will not open for us. On the other side,
private schools are very responsive with in-person education, they
are very responsive at providing sort of substantive education right
very soon after lockdowns began, and there is a fundamental dif-
ference of incentives for public schools, although local, and that’s
often good, they still don’t respond directly to parents.

Parents don’t get to decide whether the money comes or goes,
and so they tend to be less responsive to what parents want. In
higher education we do have a lot of excess because there’s so
many subsidies that come to the students. But there’s no question
that lots of college universities are very responsive to what stu-
dents what, what they desire.

It’s that sometimes those desires are kind of excessive because
they’re paying for college with so much money that actually comes
from other people, and those other people are taxpayers.

Mr. OWENS. Thank you so much. Mr. Riedl you mentioned in
your testimony that the middle class will have to pay the taxes to
cover our Federal Government’s spending commitments. Why is
that? And what are the estimated tax increases on the middle class
that will be needed to be covered with our current commitments
and those proposed by the democrats?

Mr. RIEDL. Thank you for that question Congressman. Let’s as-
sume that we can pay for the entire President’s agenda on tax
hikes for the wealthy and corporations. It’s pretty unlikely, but let’s
just assume we can. You still have an underlying 100 trillion dol-
lars in 30-year budget deficits, and at that point you've already
maximized taxes on enriching corporations for other priorities.

So how are you going to close that 100 trillion-dollar shortfall?
Forget balance the budget. Let’s just try to stabilize the debt at its
current share of GDP. To do that you would need to close a budget
gap rising to 6 percent of GDP. If you were to do that with taxes,
you would need either an 18 percent increase in the payroll tax,
or a 35 percent value added tax.

You'd basically have to double taxes on the middle class just to
pay for the programs in the current baseline over 30 years. And
again, you have to do that because we’ve already used up all your
upper income tax hikes to pay for all the new spending. That’s the
danger.

Once you use up all those tax hikes the middle class is all that’s
left to pay for the rest, and that’s what Europe does. Europe fi-
nances their big government on value added taxes and payroll
taxes on the middle class.

Mr. OWENS. Thank you so much. In the little bit of time I have
left Dr. McCluskey my next question relates to the first one. It in-
teresting you use the NAEP scores to discuss the lack of progress
we're seeing in educational outcomes. Spending has exploded.

The Department of Education at the University of Arkansas re-
cently released a study that compared the NAEP scores to the level
of educational freedom available in the states. And the study con-
cluded that, “Higher levels of education freedom are significantly
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associated with higher NAEP achievement levels, and higher
NAEP achievement gains.”

Dr. McCluskey given this, should we shift the K through 12
funding to a more student-focused model?

Mr. McCLUSKEY. Yes. I mean I hesitated to say that the Federal
Government should do it. I don’t think the Federal Government
should be involved. But clearly, what we’ve seen in that study and
many others is the more that parents are able to make decisions
about where their kids and the money to educate them go, the bet-
ter the outcomes because then the schools have to respond to those
families.

It’s not about how well they lobby or negotiate a bureaucracy.
The parents will leave if we don’t provide what they want. And in-
terestingly that study also showed it controlled for a lot of different
variables, and it showed actually negative correlations between the
amount of spending and NAEP scores.

Mr. OWENS. Thank you so much and I yield back my time. Thank
you.

Chairman ScOTT. Thank you. The gentleman from California,
Mr. DeSaulnier.

Mr. DESAULNIER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thanks to the pan-
elists. I want to say hello to someone I've known for many years,
Bob Lanter. Nice to see you Bob. I just maybe an observation and
welcome the panelists to make any comment. Having spent a good
deal of time in the last few months around infrastructure while
serving on the Transportation Committee, it strikes me obviously
that infrastructure changes.

The foundation of this country infrastructure was very different.
And as we struggle to define that under the purview that this Com-
mittee and how much infrastructure needed as I understand it, and
I look at the definition, the dictionary definition.

The support system that helps for productive households and in-
dividuals. So clearly, in my mind’s eye, education, preschool, vi-
brant preschool, after school programs and another hearing right
now about hunger in America, and we’re focusing a lot on youth
hunger.

The infrastructure has to be efficient and effective, so maybe
we’re having the wrong argument as I listen to these debates in
Congress about what the Federal Government’s role is. I think the
Federal Government’s role should be helping the states and local—
and here I agree with the Ranking Member, to facilitate the con-
versation about what the client needs.

And in this instance, it’s that productive citizen in America who
needs early education, who needs the kids to be well-fed and con-
nected to the private sector as somebody who used to be in the food
industry.

So as we try to define infrastructure, maybe we need more per-
formance standards, but less—all of us to be less ideologically driv-
en about delivering the infrastructure and the support system to
two-income households, to single parent households who are under
a lot of stress everywhere in this country, and an area like I rep-
resent in the San Francisco Bay Area where housing costs are so
difficult, but our transportation costs are so difficult because people



102

have to spend a lot of time commuting as we see commutes starting
to go back up as gratefully we get out of COVID.

So, if any of you wanted to comment on that. Could we change
the conversation maybe Mr. Scott and the Ranking Member, we
could try to change that conversation about the appropriate role to
help a very different social model where we’ve got two incomes in
households driving a long way, changing careers often, as we look
at traditional transportation infrastructure there clearly needs to
be more, and public education is part of that.

And if we can make public education perform better and be more
client-driven, the client being the individual student and their fam-
ilies, let’s all focus on that. So, Mr. Chairman I look forward to the
discussion. If any of the panelists want to respond to that observa-
tion, I’d like to have their insights.

Mr. LANTER. Thank you. I'd like to respond. Thanks Congress-
man DeSaulnier. It’s really nice to see you back in action. You
know your words I think are critically—should be critically listened
to because you know I think we have really realized that the work-
force development services are needed in this country by millions
of individuals.

And it sounds cliché to say that there’s just not enough funding
and workforce development, but our system public workforce devel-
opment was built in a time where our economy was humming
along. We had very low unemployment, and individuals weren’t
really struggling to find work except those that we serve in the
public workforce system.

Those kind of that you mentioned Mark and painted a picture of
that are struggling to make ends meet. And I think we realize now
today that the interventions that are needed are going to come at
a cost.

And these services need to be funded not only to workforce
boards, but the network of workforce stakeholders, and that they
really need to think innovative about how to expand access to serv-
ices more, so that we don’t think about brick and mortar as infra-
structure, but we think about access and equity as infrastructure.
That’s what I will say to that thank you.

Mr. DESAULNIER. Since my time’s almost up Mr. Chairman, the
definition of infrastructure is the capital infrastructure, but also
the organizational infrastructure that goes to support productive
workers from my perspective, and people who are struggling to be
productive workers.

So, I look forward to having this discussion when we’re back to-
gether with the Ranking Member and some of my colleagues across
the aisle, because I think it’s a good one. Thank you Mr. Scott I
yield back.

Chairman ScoTT. Thank you. The next Member to be recognized
is my distinguished colleague from Virginia, Mr. Goode.

Mr. GooDE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you to all of
our guests. Doctor McCluskey this discussion is a continuation of
the democratic philosophy that No. 1, more money is the answer
to everything. Two, the Federal Government should be intimately
involved in every aspect of our lives, and three, it’s the responsi-
bility of the Federal Government to provide womb to the tomb care
for its citizens.
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The fact is many American families sacrifice from one parent to
provide the ideal at-home care for young children. And my wife and
I actually did this as a young, lower middle-class family many
years ago.

Why should these families be penalized and taxed to fund those
who are making other choices? Furthermore, why are we
incentivizing and subsidizing single parenting versus the ideal two
parent family structure? And what’s the evidence for the results
achieved to justify the trillions we’ve invested in K to 12 and high-
er education?

And as with higher education, would not greater Federal spend-
ing on childcare serve to drive up our costs? So, Dr. McCluskey if
you could please comment further on the Constitutional justifica-
tion with the Federal Government being involved in providing
childcare, and the demonstrated connection, demonstrated connec-
tion between more Federal spending and better outcomes in terms
of cost and quality.

Mr. McCLUSKEY. Sure. Well so again the Constitution doesn’t au-
thorize Federal spending on education, and it’s important to under-
stand that the Federal Government is supposed to be limited to
specific and numerate powers.

But as sort of an impact, a policy impact, what we see in higher
education, and what we see in K through 12 is that more money
doesn’t seem to correlate with the commensurate improvements on
outcomes. Sometimes they are negative outcomes.

And I do think it’s important that we understand that there’s
been mention of well it 1s pre-K, early childhood, can those pro-
grams be damaging? And in fact, there is research that suggests
it can be. That the best place for a child, if possible, is that they
are you know with one parent all the time, and that we don’t have
them in a childcare situation.

Now obviously, some people will need to work. And it is a very
serious concern that we would put money into maybe in the hands
of people to pay for childcare and that drives up the price of
childcare.

And it’s also really important to understand that actually re-
search shows that there is—very often, research has shown a fade
out, that there are early years of some improvements, but that it
fades out over time to the point where for instance, Head Start
ends up not making a difference.

And some of those long-term studies that are often cited were of
two very specific programs, Abecedarian and the Peri pre-school—
hyper intensive, treated only about 57 kids each. So, I don’t think
when I look at the early childhood research that it is sort of a
homerun showing that we know it works.

In fact, once you dig into it, it gets pretty murky and one of the
things we see regularly is a fade out problem.

Mr. GOODE. Yes. Thank you, sir. And I want to direct my next
question to Mr. Riedl. As you mentioned the Davis Bacon Act is in-
credibly wasteful, drives up costs by billions of dollars, and it is in
fact a holdover from the Jim Crow era and was enacted in 1931
solely to disadvantage minority contractors.

That’s why I introduced H.R. 2218 the Davis Bacon Repeal Act,
unfortunately had no democrat cosponsors. Mr. Riedl can you
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please comment further on the increased costs from Davis Bacon,
how it represents favoritism for the small percentage of unionized
workers in the construction industry, and how much we would save
from its repeal?

Mr. RIEDL. Yes. I mean if we want our infrastructure dollar to
go further, you can’t have a policy that raises wage costs by 22 per-
cent, the overall cost of construction by 9 percent. And also, it costs
jobs. We could add 155,000 construction jobs for the same cost by
repealing Davis Bacon, 155,000.

It’s also terribly designed. Most of the formulas to determine the
prevailing wage in most regions haven’t been updated since the
1970’s, so in some places like New York, you have to pay double
the market wage. In other places the Davis Bacon is lower than the
minimum wage.

So, I'll give another example, at GAO investigation found that
the formulas for determining the prevailing wage were wrong in
100 percent of localities sampled. So, it’s an out of date, poorly run
program that hikes wages 22 percent and raises costs by 10 per-
cent.

We could save about 12 to 15 billion dollars by pulling this pro-
gram back, and you’d still be paying good construction wages for
good construction work. This should be a no brainer to be more pro-
ductive.

Mr. GOODE. Thank you, Mr. Riedl, thank you Dr. McCluskey and
I yield back my time Chairman.

Chairman ScoTT. Thank you. The gentlelady from Washington
Ms. Jayapal.

Ms. JAYAPAL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This is exciting to be
talking about the Build Back Better Plans of the President. And let
me just remind my colleagues that the 2 trillion-dollar infrastruc-
ture proposal, the President’s proposal had enjoyed 68 percent sup-
port across the country.

The upcoming plan, the Families Plan enjoys 65 percent support.
So, these are intensely popular. People want the government to be
involved in helping to build their lives and to build their oppor-
tunity. I just want to start by adding a personal welcome to Presi-
dent Mitsui.

We were so sorry to lose you from Seattle, but it’s wonderful to
have to still not so far away and bringing your voice to this forum.
As you may remember it was 2016 when I first introduced the
Washington Promise into the State Senate to make community col-
lege free for everyone in our State, and how great it is that we see
that proposal in the President’s Family Plan even as we do more
to cancel student debt and address 4 years colleges as well.

If we want a successful job’s bill that creates union jobs with liv-
ing wages, we have to include in the same single package this com-
prehensive support for families, including support for working par-
ents, domestic workers, paid leave, as well as real reforms to
healthcare.

Today I want to focus my questioning on just two pieces that I've
been focusing a lot on regarding childcare. And the first is that we
do not put up unnecessary barriers in the way with onerous work
requirements, and that we ensure that we expand the income
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threshold cap to include the wide swath of middle-class folks who
also need these benefits.

So Mr. Malik, it’s good to see you. Let me start with you.
Childcare is essential infrastructure but work requirements do im-
pose unnecessary restrictions on access. The requirements on sub-
sidies are arbitrary. They vary in both definition and enforcement
State to State, and according to recent CRS estimates if we expand
the childcare subsidies with work requirements in place, it would
automatically exclude half of children under 75 percent of State
median income.

In your article from last year you wrote that women, especially
women of color, face higher unemployment rates and racial dis-
crimination and hiring, and yet need to access childcare in order
to remain in the labor force.

Would you say that work requirements can be unfair barriers to
otherwise qualified families, even applying for, or accessing
childcare? You can just give me a short yes or no answer.

Mr. MALIK. Yes, thank you Congresswoman. Yes, just simple
work requirements are not really the way to effectively connect
families with what they need in terms of childcare.

Ms. JAYAPAL. Thank you so much. And in your testimony you
had said that child care access needs to come before people can
start looking for work, so if we were to remove work requirements,
don’g you think it would help the neediest of families access child
care?

Mr. MALIK. I mean I think from what I've looked at with the
Child Care for Working Families Act, what it does really impor-
tantly in this new version is it makes—expands the entitlement to
people looking for jobs which kind of removes that friction from I'm
out of work, I'm looking for work, I'm getting back into work.

And really it has in the current status quo eject families out of
the childcare system that they need. It also though expands to par-
ents seeking education. There are more than four and a half mil-
lion student parents who really, really need childcare in order to
continue and to complete that educational framing, as well as you
know when there’s these other provisions in there.

So I'm encouraged. I think that ultimately getting to universal
coverage is where we want to get to. And this gets us a big part
of the way there.

Ms. JAYAPAL. Thanks Mr. Malik. I agree there is some important
provisions that help us expand. My concern is that working parents
are already struggling to come up with thousands of dollars, and
you know I think the CRS estimates that half of children from low
and middle-income families would be left out is very troublesome.

I want to call to people’s attention the work that’s been done on
scarcity. Research and behavioral science has consistently shown
that work requirements are very tough and small hassles can have
a disproportionately large impact on whether and how people com-
plete any process.

So just for us to be successful with these benefits that care is so
essential to families across the country, we need to minimize the
hassle and complexity and not have enormous forms and adminis-
trative costs that come from administering those complex work re-
quirements.
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Let me just quickly spend a minute on actually I have even less
than that, just on the cap. You know the Family Child Care ex-
penses are 47 percent higher now than it was before the pandemic.
In Washington State on average, Washington households are al-
ready spending 14 percent of their income on childcare.

And middle-class families, especially those in my district whose
median income exceeds the State level by 50 percent. In districts
that are housing poor, where people are spending up to 50 percent
of their income on housing, they're really feeling this blow.

And so I'm hoping that as we move forward with this bill we can
make sure to expand the income cap because as costs continue to
rise I think we need to stick to the HHS recommendation in 2016
that no families spend more than 7 percent of their income on child
care. We don’t want to exclude some very critical families at the
middle-income range, particularly in our income you know, high in-
come families.

So thank you so much for that testimony today, and Mr. Chair-
man thank you for your leadership on all these bills. Important
hearing. I yield back.

Chairman ScOTT. Thank you. The gentlelady from Tennessee Ms.
Harshbarger. Gentlelady is still on mute.

Mrs. HARSHBARGER. So sorry, can you hear me now? Are you
good? OK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member Foxx
and all the witnesses. I had a story similar to Dr. Miller-Meeks. I
was the first one to graduate from college and then went on and
got a post-doctorate degree. My parents never graduated from high
school.

You know I've worked full-time. I went to school full-time. And
I raised a family full-time, and I paid every bit, every loan that I
had back until they were completely paid, so it can be done. And
that just strengthened my character as a matter of fact where I
could become a freshman Member in Congress and take on the
world it looks like.

But this is for Mr.—Dr. McCluskey. Canceling the student debt
hasn’t been mentioned in the infrastructure package, but that
doesn’t mean that it may not be included in the legislation when
the text is passed. Let me ask you a question. Would canceling the
student debt fix the underlying problems that lead students to bor-
row over 1.5 trillion to fund post-secondary education sir?

Mr. McCLUSKEY. The only thing I think, and thanks for your
question, I think canceling would increase the willingness of people
to take out debt, and more debt to pay for higher education because
the assumption would be well I can take on this debt.

And just as we just saw I won’t actually have to pay it back. And
so why not take more? Why not go to a more expensive school that
may have you know, the nicer food, the nicer buildings, the lazy
rivers. And so if anything, it would exacerbate the problem to say
you know I'll take on the debt. There’s a good expectation it will
be forgiven.

Mrs. HARSHBARGER. Yes. Well the second question is what could
Congress do to create space for the private marketplace to re-enter
the higher education sector and how would that benefit students?

Mr. McCLUSKEY. Sure. So the Federal Government is by far the
biggest lender in higher education. It’s like 90 percent of the mar-
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ket or more. And that means it’s crowded out lots of private lend-
ers. The Federal Government should begin to reduce how heavily
involved it is in student lending. You might start with the PLUS
loans. There’s parent PLUS loan, graduate PLUS loans, but they
are not targeted at all toward low-income families who are the ones
who need the most help.

So you start by reducing all those programs that funnel money
to people who clearly do not need the assistance in order to pay for
college. But that is, you know, it’s counter intuitive, but that’s how
we turned rationality—not just to college pricing, which is incred-
ibly inflated prices, but to college consumption where we no longer
have our thumb on the scale saying you should all go get a four-
year credential, whether it represents actual learning or not be-
cause we're going to give you the money to do it.

We want people to do it as efficient and as effective an education
as they can get, not just another piece of paper.

Mrs. HARSHBARGER. Absolutely. Well you know you have those
loans too you’re going to do your best to make a good grade, get
out and get a good job. And this next question, thank you sir, is
for Mr. Riedl. Let’s stay along those lines sir and say that Congress
were to pass legislation canceling that student loan debt.

Is there any evidence to suggest this possibly would act as a
stimulus to the economy?

Mr. RIEDL. It would not be a stimulus to the economy at all for
three reasons. First, the 1.5 trillion dollars in benefits for bor-
rowers would be off-set by lenders receiving 1.5 trillion dollars less
in repayments that now cannot be spent or lent out.

So it’s a zero transfer from one group to another. Second, any
benefits to the borrowers were to accrue gradually over the life of
the repayment period. It’s not like you get a huge cash windfall at
your door for the amount of your loan.

And third, student loan forgiveness we have not determined this
for sure, but student loan forgiveness may be taxable as income,
meaning that if you get $50,000.00 forgiven, you may get a tax bill
having to pay taxes on that $50,000.00 immediately in the current
year which would mean it actually hurts the short-term economy.

So in that way it’s certainly at best it’s not a stimulus. In worse,
depending on tax law it could be harmful.

Mrs. HARSHBARGER. Well one last question. Who would benefit
the most from the Federal Government wiping that debt away?

Mr. RIEDL. According to the Urban Institute, 544 billion dollars
in benefits would go to the highest earning quarter of people and
only 192 billion would go to the bottom earning quarter of earners.
And that’s because half of all student loan debt is held by graduate
degrees, doctors, lawyers, MBA’s, that’s who benefits.

Mrs. HARSHBARGER. Yes. Thank you, sir. I yield back.

Chairman ScoTT. Thank you. The gentlelady from Connecticut,
gentlelady from Connecticut Mrs. Hayes.

Mrs. HAYES. Thank you, Mr. Chair, for holding this hearing
today. The communities hardest hit by COVID are also the commu-
nities that have schools in the worst physical condition. A 2014
study by the U.S. Department of Education estimated that it would
cost 197 billion to bring all public schools into good condition.
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It’s been 7 years since that study. Ms. Filardo does your current
research show any data about the cost it would take today to bring
schools into good condition?

Ms. FiLARDO. Yes. Thank you for the question. It’s a little bit
tricky because there is not a national data base, or there’s not real-
ly great data on some of this. What we know is what it takes to
keep schools in good repair. And it takes about 100 billion dollars
a year.

And we know we’ve been spending about 50 billion a year, so
we're running a deficit of about 50 billion a year. So you could do
the math, in 10 years you're at a trillion-dollar deficit.

Mrs. HAYES. Well thank you. I don’t have any scientific evidence,
but if only 3 percent of our schools were in disrepair, they must
have all been in my school district. In 15 years I can tell you that
we’ve had so many buildings with problems.

So I can tell you from first-hand knowledge that many of our
schools are in desperate need of attention and we need to revisit.
I mean it’s over a decade and this pandemic has only further exac-
erbated these problems and shown us how the air quality, the
physical space, mold, mildew, things that we’ve talked about how
it’s so critical that we address these issues, so thank you.

We've also seen not just in the physical infrastructure, but gaps
in our childcare system. We couldn’t reopen the economy without
thinking about how our children would be taken care of. And I
would be remiss as a classroom educator if I didn’t comment on the
fact that I know for sure that children benefit from preschool.

We can disagree on what that looks like. We can disagree on how
it’s paid for. But in this Committee, I want the record to reflect
that Congresswoman Hayes does not believe that preschool is coun-
terproductive.

Mr. Malik according to Professor Taryn Morrisey at American
University, on average the early care and education settings at-
tended by many young children, particularly low-income children,
or children of color, provide quality at levels too low to adequately
promote children’s learning and development.

My question for you is how does a parent identify what is high-
quality in a childcare system? And then what affects does the lack
of high-quality childcare have for children, communities, and our
country?

Mr. MALIK. Thank you, Congresswoman, that’s a very good ques-
tion. And unfortunately, right now it’s very hard for parents to get
all the information that they need on what programs are high-qual-
ity, what quality does indeed look like, what the future of that pro-
gram that they’re enrolling their child or children in may be.

Because childcare programs have high turnover, have severe
challenges in you know emergency situations such as pandemics,
are very vulnerable to drops in enrollment and don’t get the ade-
quate funding that they need.

Now the second part of your question I'm sorry if you could re-
peat.

Mrs. HAYES. What effects does the lack of high-quality childcare
for children have on communities and our country?

Mr. MALIK. Yes, yes, so you know the quality comes from the
trained professional, hard-working workforce of more than 90 per-
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cent women, disproportionately women of color who have operated
this industry on a shoestring budget for decades. And I just want
to State here that this year they worked through this pandemic to
serve all of the essential workers, the front-line healthcare work-
ers.

They were there when we needed them. They deserve an invest-
ment in the work that they have provided to our families and to
the children that they have taught through the years. And those
quality investments pay for themselves many times over, in terms
of not just the educational outcomes, but the social and economic
outcomes for children, and for as I've said before, the security of
those family units.

Mrs. HAYES. Thank you. I'll just close by saying educating my
children doesn’t only help my family, it helps your family, and it
helps our community. It is a public good, and Mr. Chair with that
I yield back.

Chairman ScorT. Thank you. Next the gentlelady from Illinois
Ms. Miller. The young lady from Illinois Ms. Miller?

Mr. LEVIN. You've got to unmute.

Mrs. MILLER. I would like to thank all of our witnesses for their
testimonies. As the mother of seven and as an educator that has
spent time in public, private and home school educational situa-
tions, school is very dear to my heart, and strengthening our fami-
lies also.

I believe that every child deserves a high-quality education that
meets our unique needs and gifts. I also believe that it’s best han-
dled at the local level. As we consider proposals related through K
through 12 education, I hope that we consider how to keep D.C. bu-
reaucrats out of the classroom, and instead empower State and
local educational officials to improve their schools.

So my question is for Dr. McCluskey. You demonstrated that
pumping more money into our current K through 12 system hasn’t
done much to improve our math and reading scores. I share your
doubts about being able to spend our way to better education.

What reforms do you think would be effective in improving aca-
demic outcomes for American students?

Mr. McCLUSKEY. Thanks. I mean the No. 1 reform is we need
school choice. We need to fundamentally change how we deliver K
through 12 education from a model where we fund—the govern-
ment funds the schools, and you are essentially assigned to a
school, we’ve moved away from that somewhat, but that’s still the
norm.

To a model where the money follows the student to the school,
where the other educational arrangement, you know now we have
pandemic pods, we have home schooling, we have lots of other op-
tions. But it follows to what works best for that family and for
those children because all children are different. But that should
not be a Federal thing, other than in Washington, DC.

Certainly, for people in the military you can deliver school choice,
otherwise it should be State and local, and the job of the Federal
Government should be to stay out of the way, not to put rules and
regulations on how K through 12 education functions.

Mrs. MILLER. And I have another comment. So you know I have
the seven children, and we encourage them to seek merit scholar-
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ships and/or to work. So they either work part-time or full-time
their entire way through school, but I have to say that we observed
because we had close relationships with some of our children’s
friends, that my children’s peers that received free school were the
ones in our experience, that didn’t graduate.

They were the ones that moved out of their homes. They up-
graded their vehicles, and they spent their time partying and
flunked out. And so my question to you Dr. McCluskey is so many
of these people that are getting full tuition assistance end up drop-
ping out.

It turns out that only 60 percent of those that enroll in bachelor
programs have completed their degrees 6 years after enrollment.
Dr. McCluskey what do you make of our abysmal 6-year graduation
rates, and do you think free college proposals would have any effect
on graduation rates?

Mr. McCLUSKEY. Well there’s certainly a problem when someone,
when youre consuming something, where youre going to college
using money that comes from somebody else, and typically not
somebody you know, so it’s not family. You are less incentivized to
finish, and to finish as quickly and as efficiently as possible.

So there’s I think little question that the existence of subsidies
have incentivized people to do a lot of other things in college, then
focus on completing a program as quickly as possible in an area
that’s in demand.

But there is another problem to this which is that it has made
it expensive, much more expensive than education should be, so
there are certainly people who do have to work because the price
that they are presented with is so high, and it’s so high because
it’s been artificially inflated by student aid.

So now rather when the problem is that you're not incentivizing
people to get education as efficiently as possible, and to complete
it, or that the price has become so high it’s very difficult for some
people to afford, it’s that aid that’s at the root of those problems.

Mrs. MILLER. Yes and Dr. McCluskey you’ve pointed out that
many issues with the free college proposals, but you rightly ac-
knowledge that college tuition costs are out of control. Can you rec-
ommend any policy proposals for the Committee that would reduce
the cost of higher education without the unintended consequences
of free college?

Mr. McCLUSKEY. Right. So instead of saying we make it free, we
reduce those subsidies that the student aid program, especially
those student loan programs that aren’t well targeted. Start with
those. I think the parent PLUS loan and the grad PLUS loan in
particular, are good places to begin to add rationality to consump-
tion and pricing by saying we’re not going to provide money to the
people who don’t need it. Let’s at least focus our aid on those who
do need it.

Mrs. MILLER. And I do have to add if I may, that the experience
of my children having to work and go to school at the same time
did keep them out of some of the traditional landmines that college
students fall into, and gave them experience in the workforce while
they were going to school.

So that’s very valuable too and I don’t think it should be dis-
counted. And I don’t think we should look at it as all bad, people
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have to scramble and work, or even be concerned about what
they’re going to eat or where theyre going to live, because that’s
part of entering into adulthood. And I yield back my time.

Chairman ScoTT. Thank you. The gentlelady’s time has expired.
The gentleman from Michigan Mr. Levin.

Mr. LEVIN. Thank you so much Mr. Chairman for convening this
important hearing today and thanks for the witnesses. I can’t begin
to count how many priorities I'm excited to work to include in
President Biden’s Infrastructure and Jobs Plan.

But I want to take a moment first to focus on the idea of tuition-
free community college which bears little relationship to some of
what I've been hearing here. As a former Chief Workforce Officer
for my home State of Michigan, I created a free community college
program called No Worker Left Behind, and we put 162,000 un and
underemployed workers back to school. And we had waiting lists
in every one of Michigan’s 83 counties.

And now recently my Governor Gretchen Whitmer created a tui-
tion free benefit for front line workers who have kept our country
running during the pandemic. But there’s an important difference
between the proposals before us today including the America’s Col-
lege Promise Act that I introduced yesterday with you Chairman
Scott, and many of the recently created State level programs.

Unlike many state-run programs, America’s College Promise
would provide what’s called a first dollar benefit, meaning that
benefits are not reduced when a student receives other financial
aid like the Pell grant. So President Mitsui let me ask you this, can
you talk about how this type of first dollar structure helps to en-
sure that students can use other financial aid to cover basic needs?

What would it mean for their ability to stay enrolled and com-
plgte ?a degree which many people have you know talked about
today?

Mr. Mrtsul. It is vitally important. Thank you, Congressman
Levin, for the question. As I mentioned earlier, and as research
points out two-thirds of our students in the community colleges
struggle with basic needs insecurity.

And you know I do want to point out that the survey that we
conducted at Portland Community College, almost 19 percent of re-
spondents indicated experience with houselessness.

Mr. LEVIN. Yes.

Mr. MITsul. And this is not a rite of passage. This is living in
a car. This is couch surfing or living in a tent. Not being housed.
Out in the cold during the winter and trying to study and trying
to complete school.

Mr. LEVIN. So in other words if we cover their tuition and books
or whatever, then they would really need the money to be able to
live. So I just think that that’s so important. Let me turn quickly
to Mr. Lanter. It’s good to see you too.

I'm worried about the 4.2 million Americans who are long-term
unemployed, especially given the additional challenges these work-
ers face re-entering the labor market right now. The American Jobs
Plan calls for new dislocated worker program and a subsidized job
program for the long-term unemployed and underemployed.

Our Committee is considering ways to expand dislocated worker
supports through WIOA and last week I introduced a bicameral bill
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with Senator Chris Van Hollen to create a targeted subsidized job
program for long-term unemployed workers. So from your experi-
ence in California, what additional supports do you think long-term
unemployed individuals need to reenter the workforce successfully?

Mr. LANTER. Yes. Thank you, Congressman. Great question it’s
nice to see you. Look in my almost 30-year career working in the
front lines of the public workforce development system there are
fewer people served by our system that are more challenged than
the dislocated worker.

Often long work history and coupled with a lack of reskilling
over time is a recipe for long-term unemployment. So you asked
what can we do. Well look, our Nation’s retraining system must
allow these laid off workers to not only receive education but re-
ceive the necessary supports that we were just talking about that
will help them complete the education and obtain employment.

In California we’ve started a critical program called Breaking
Barriers where we use 25 million dollars of general fund money for
partnerships between community-based organization and workforce
boards to enable the most vulnerable populations to receive the
supports and have their remedial education necessary to complete
their programs. That’s the type of expansion we need.

Mr. LEVIN. That sounds outstanding. All right. Well before I
yield back Mr. Chairman, I want to highlight the importance of the
Build America’s Libraries Act. You know I'm all about the libraries,
and the Reopen and Rebuild America’s School Act.

I'm a proud advocate for investing in our school and library in-
frastructure, and I look forward to working with you to ensure
they’re both included in the American Jobs Plan. We need to create
great union jobs rebuilding our infrastructure so that our kids and
our communities have safe spaces to learn and grow. Thanks Mr.
Chairman, I yield back.

Mr. SABLAN. Mr. Levin this is Sablan. Could you add me on to
your Build Library Act?

Mr. LEVIN. Yes sir. You've got it.

Chairman ScorT. No problem. Next Member we recognize is the
gentlelady from Indiana, Ms. Spartz.

Ms. SPARTZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Members of the Com-
mittee. It’s a very good discussion. You know someone who went
through a lot of education, worked on education Committee in the
State senate in Indiana, I would have a lot of discussion, we have
lots of problems.

So I'll make a comment and then I have a quick question. You
know my observation within our educational system is really bro-
ken and it creates with a lot of incentives that’s happening, with
low outcomes. We're not ready for life-long learning, and now that
you know the pace of change is getting stronger, faster and faster,
and we calculated in our State of Indiana less than half of the
money goes to classroom, and I think putting more money in fancy
buildings is not going to improve education.

I went to a pretty bad building. Wouldn’t you know it back in
Ukraine and had very good education. My father-in-law studied in
one class, one room class, one room school, and he became very suc-
cessful. Like we can spend a lot of money on education, buildings,
but that’s not what the quality of education. It’s not going to get
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kids better and ready for this very difficult world with a lot of
changes.

And if you look at our country spends pretty much almost the
most per child on education, and in a lot of areas. We have like
somewhere a tenth, twentieth, and now it’s common where we are.
So I think it’s unacceptable, it’s very disturbing and it’s very bad.

So my question is how we can—and maybe I'll ask Mr.
McCluskey because Cato Institute is sometimes more like a liber-
tarian. It can find a common ground between republicans and
democrats and some criminal justices for example. Because we're
having discussions and debate, we talk about it, we all understand
that something has to change, but we’ll never come up with any
solution if we actually don’t look at restructuring the system.

How we can provide fundamental skills in a better way, elimi-
nate perverse incentive, have more skin in the game for institu-
tions of learning, and get our kids ready for life-long learning. We
have the whole world to compete, and our kids are not ready.

So I don’t know Mr. McCluskey, do you have any observations
and thoughts or any policy that we actually could agree on and
move forward, not just continue debating.

Mr. McCLUSKEY. Sure. Thanks for the question and thanks for
saying that. Maybe be able to bring democrats and republicans to-
gether. I'm going to try the best I can do here. The first thing I'd
say is I do think that there may be a chance if a lot of the people
look at the PLUS loans, parent PLUS and grad PLUS. That may
be an area that a lot of people could agree.

This is very poorly targeted aid, and the less well we target the
higher education aid to those who need it most to lower income
families, the worse we make this price inflation problem. So maybe
in higher education that is a place where people can start looking
at some of those programs that are not well targeted.

And another area I think that there may be a—where we could
get widespread agreement, not necessarily do I think it should be
Federal, but is at apprenticeships. But apprenticeships where we
start with school choice at the K through 12 level, where we don’t
sort of constantly push people and say really if you want to be a
full you know, person that everybody will respect, you have to get
a four-year degree.

I think it’s terrible how much we emphasize four-year degrees,
but we also don’t want to track people, and track students against
their will. So we see charter schools for instance that do work to-
ward apprenticeships, where people who want to learn, you know
really valuable skills that aren’t necessarily done in the college
classroom, where they can choose that early on.

And I think that’s somewhere that a lot of people could agree is
let’s make those kinds of apprenticeships, something that’s a much
more viable easy to access option for people while maybe they're
still in high school.

Ms. SpARTZ. Right. And I think we’re working the State of Indi-
ana. And ultimately, it’s not about four-year degree. You can actu-
ally attain your bachelor’s degree much faster. You can you know
I mean in 10 years you can really get you know primary education.
Your secondary and post-secondary education could be done at high
school.
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And you can actually already have an associate degree. I had my
master’s degree in 15 years, back in Ukraine, and here for 13 years
you're still in school. You know, so I think it could be done faster,
and maybe looking at how we can integrate.

And I don’t know if you ever look to integrate some of these tech-
nical skills and maybe some degrees that some people just want to
have a piece of paper, although that really doesn’t matter. But at
least they can get a piece of paper faster and get done and get to
work and be a productive Member, maybe get another one.

But I appreciate if you have any other ideas please reach out and
I yield back, thank you.

Chairman ScOTT. Thank you. The gentlelady from North Caro-
lina Ms. Manning.

Ms. MANNING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do represent Gilford
County, North Carolina. We recently had an outside evaluation
done on what it would cost to do the necessary repairs and up-
grades through our K through 12 schools, and the cost was in ex-
cess of 2 billion dollars.

Ms. Filardo school districts can you coded relief funds for school
facility repairs and improvements, thank goodness. In your testi-
mony you reference a letter from a National Council on School Fa-
cilities that recommends school districts use 15 percent of funds to
meet CDC requirements and reduce deferred maintenance of their
facilities.

Can you describe the need that remains beyond just my commu-
nity, and how the Reopen and Rebuild America’s Schools Act can
build on this investment for schools across the country, not just
North Carolina?

Ms. FiLARDO. Yes, thank you. I know there’s some confusion
about sort of that maybe the money there is there to solve all the
problems of our crumbling schools. And there’s no question that if
we actually took 15 percent, that there could be some progress
made against deferred maintenance.

But I calculated it for about 12 states that had given me their
most recent data, and it’s still about 3 percent. If they got the 15
percent for schools, it was about 3 percent of their need. I mean
I think one of the things that’s really hard for people to appreciate
is that the scale of this infrastructure is really enormous and com-
plex.

We really operate industrial sized operations when you’re talking
about high schools and middle schools with you know complex me-
chanical systems, and you know, heating plants of you know all dif-
ferent sorts that are used on buildings that may be half a million
square feet.

So it’s fantastic what we’re getting from the Rescue Plan for our
school districts, but it just in no way makes progress against the
really long-term issues that we’re facing for resilient schools, for
energy efficient schools, for you know schools that we really need
to meet the workforce and early childhood requirements that we
know are a part of the responsibilities of our communities.

Ms. MANNING. Thank you so much. Mr. Lanter as I've been meet-
ing with people from across my district, I have been hearing from
a lot of the businesses in my State that they’re having trouble find-
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ing a supply of qualified workers. Amid the COVID-19 pandemic,
but even before that.

For many the ability to hire trained and qualified workers has
been a long-standing challenge that was simply exacerbated by the
pandemic. Can you help explain the investments in the Federal
workforce system made through the American Jobs Plan and how
those could address the long-term workforce challenges that I am
hearing about and help us improve equity in our labor markets?

Mr. LANTER. Yes. Thank you, Congresswoman, excellent ques-
tion. And you know you're absolutely right. The skills mismatch,
and our country has been around long before the pandemic. You
know the thing about it is the pandemic is only going to exasperate
the challenges that individuals in our country had faced as we were
going into the pandemic. And I think you know the skills mismatch
really is at the heart of everything we’re talking about today.

We have employers that are struggling to find talent and strug-
gling to find individuals. And we have individuals who cannot see
the path to those jobs. And this is where the America’s Job Plan
really helps. It can enable us to really retool the workforce develop-
ment system.

This is the place for that retooled sector strategy. In California
we've launched over 50 sector partnerships that bring industry,
labor, workforce, and community-based organizations to the table.
And you know what’s really important about these partnerships is
that it’s driven by the demand of industry, and they’re convened all
over the State by intermediaries, by organizations who understand
the challenge in these industries.

And more important, understand that job quality is more than
just wages. For individuals that youre talking about Congress-
woman, we're talking about set schedules. We're talking about ca-
reer pathways. We're talking about childcare and benefits.

So these partnerships can really help. The America’s Job Plan
can fund industry sector partnerships across the country that are
industry-led, where partnership is a priority, for long-term sustain-
ability in an industry where worker voice is incorporated so that
we can ensure quality jobs beyond wages, thank you.

Ms. MANNING. Thank you and I yield back.

Chairman ScoTT. Thank you. Thank you. The gentleman from
Wisconsin, Mr. Fitzgerald.

Mr. FIrZGERALD. Thank you, Mr. Chair. Interesting discussion,
especially I think my perspective as a former State legislator. I'll
just say I mean my position is still to decentralize education, allow
the Governors of our states, and the State legislatures and the
school boards, the school boards, handle the vast majority of these
issues.

Everything from curriculum to infrastructure. In Wisconsin if a
local school district wants to rebuild the high school, they put the
question on a referendum and let the taxpayers vote on it. And
right now in Wisconsin over the last decade or so there’s been a
record number of referendums that have passed because there’s
been in excess of 50 percent of the people that vote in that school
district say yes, we need a new high school, or no, we don’t need
a new high school or baseball field, or swimming pool, or whatever
it might be.
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So it makes me nervous whenever I heard Congress stepping in
the middle of that and saying we know better, and we can figure
out a better way of doing this, and we’re going to make sure that
we're going to fund these things because we all know strings are
attached and that’s alarming.

I'd also say I think it’s almost insulting the way it’s come up nu-
merous times today that infrastructure is extended beyond what
we would traditionally define it as. And the reason it’s troubling I
think is because you’re trying to put people in that definition, so
you're talking about teachers.

You're talking about school staff. Youre talking about families
and you’re talking about the actual students, the children. That’s
insulting to throw them in that mix and say this is also infrastruc-
ture. No it’s not. And that’s why the polling that you see is so wild-
ly popular is because it’s got to be that the people that are being
polled are saying you know we know what infrastructure is, an in-
frastructure is bricks and mortar, it’s roads, it’s bridges.

And if you try and redefine it like I know is going on right now,
you know you're undermining people that they make a difference
in our educational system. I just want to talk a little bit about and
Congressman Goode talked about this a little bit too Bacon Davis.

But Mr. Riedl I was going to ask you the question on project
labor agreements. It kind of falls under the same area as Bacon
Davis, but you know certainly every dollar spent on schools, wheth-
er it is done at the local level, or whether it’s some type of Federal
money that might make its way down to a school district.

You know a lot of times these PLA’s they eat away at the
amount of revenue that’s actually available to finish a project, and
you know in Wisconsin we did away with project labor agreements,
and especially when it comes to any of the municipal projects going
on, and it’s really helped us a lot. I was wondering if you had a
comment on that?

Mr. RIEDL. Sure thank you Congressman. And I'll say that when
I was in Wisconsin building on your point, we built Appleton North
High School when I was in high school without any Federal help.
It was decided locally, and they built it and it’s a great high school
and, so I agree with that.

Project labor agreements absolutely raise costs. They have been
shown to raise school construction costs by anywhere from 13 to 30
percent in various states. And so you know money is limited, so
when you're doing these infrastructure projects you can do less.
You can’t build as big of a school, you can’t build as nice of a
school, or you can build fewer schools, because 13 to 30 percent is
a huge increase in costs.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes and I'd just say you know in the PLA’s that
sometimes are involved in some of these projects as well, you know
they kind of push the project in a specific direction that otherwise
you know probably wouldn’t happen, and again it increases costs.
S So interesting discussion today, and I would yield back Chairman

cott.

Chairman ScOTT. Thank you. Next gentlelady from New Mexico,
Ms. Leger Fernandez.

Ms. LEGER FERNANDEZ. Thank you so much Chairman Scott as
well as Ranking Member Foxx for having this important hearing



117

today. We're here today to talk about the actions we can take to
strengthen our economy by creating jobs, investing in what we be-
lieve, and we believe in investing in our children and supporting
families.

But we can’t do that without acknowledging disparity and the
hardships Americans have faced right. So women in our country
have lost a net 5.4 million jobs during the pandemic. Nearly 1 mil-
lion more job losses than men. Women of color were hit the hard-
est.

Mr. Malik I was a Head Start baby, which is where I fell in love
with learning, and appreciate your testimony about the importance
of funding quality early child care, both to improve women’s ability
to return to the workforce, but also to invest in our children be-
cause we know that is how we create a future for our communities.

But when I meet with constituents they tell me that the lack of
affordable, reliable child care holds then back, especially moms
from accepting well-paying jobs, and becoming financially inde-
pendent, and they want their children to be in those quality early
child care situations that has been talked about today.

We also know that poor families don’t always participate in pro-
grams like the free school lunches if the application process is dif-
ficult. So my question is what can we do in Congress to make sure
that all families can access early childcare, including the poorest
who (I)night not be comfortable with complicated application proc-
esses’

And how can we make sure that families don’t pay more than 7
percent of their income on childcare?

Mr. MALIK. Thank you for that question Congresswoman. I think
we absolutely need to expand our investment in early childhood
education as a public and consider all of the spillover benefits that
we accrue throughout the K through 12 system and throughout so-
ciety.

Those are well-documented. You know and I think we also have
to prioritize making sure that low-income families are the target
population that we want to make sure gains access to these pro-
grams. Now that might you know, a lot of that is the devil is in
the details there, and I think that the Child Care for Working
Families Act that we have now, the new version that’s just come
out.

I want to note that there’s a whole slew of eligibility categories
that are aiming for the greatest hiccup to try and really make sure
that families who have been left out of the system are brought in
first, and that those dollars prioritize low-income, middle class fam-
ilies for whom child care is an economic necessity, but one that has
just been too far out of reach.

Now in terms of capping the amount spent on childcare, I think
right now there is this 7 percent number. Of course that HHS set
as kind of the ceiling for affordability. The only families that are
spending 7 percent on quality childcare right now are really high-
income families, and I've run the numbers on this.

And you've got to be making six times the Federal poverty level,
so if you're over $150,000.00 a year in family income, on average
that group is the group that’s only paying 7 percent. Everybody
else is at 20 percent, 15 percent, 10 percent of their gross income
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spending on childcare among working families that are paying for
it right now.

So I think the way that the bill is structured we'’re talking about
making it free for low-income families, capping it at 2 percent for
those who are making the State medium income.

Ms. LEGER FERNANDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Malik. I did want to get
a quick question in with regards to the funding of school construc-
tion. And so, Ms. Filardo I think I wanted to see if you could talk
quickly about the benefits that new school construction can have in
addressing not just the need for schools, but schools that have ac-
cess to the technology that we need, and that also by building
schools that are more resilient and environmentally conscious that
also attacks the other pandemic problem we have with regards to
our global-type crisis, our climate crisis.

Ms. FILARDO. Yes so than different from your colleague from In-
diana mentioned, it really does make a difference the quality of the
environment that we’re in. And we do better in better environ-
ments, so we are under-performing in part because of the environ-
ment that we’re in. And that’s true from an academic level. It's
true from an energy perspective, it’s true from the resilience per-
spective.

That our schools can be more resilient. They can be more energy
efficient. They can be healthier. And all of these things you know
it takes money. And again to counter some of the other you know
I think really misinterpretations of RRASA is it is not a takeover.

It is really a program to strengthen the states, and their ability
and capacity to do this. And the National Council on School Facili-
ties who I work with, these fantastic State officials, you know, from
Alabama, from Georgia, from Maine, from Alaska, from New Mex-
ico, these folks are really doing some fabulous work, but the states
need more incentives to be able to do more to help the local dis-
tricts.

The decisions will still be local. They’ll still be done at the State
level. This is not a program where the Federal Government gets in
between those decisions as referendums will still take place.

Ms. LEGER FERNANDEZ. Thank you, Ms. Filardo. My time has ex-
pired. And we will welcome additional funding in New Mexico. I
yield back.

Chairman ScoTT. Thank you. Gentlelady from California Ms.
Steel.

Mrs. STEEL. Thank you, Chairman Scott, and thank you Ranking
Member Doctor Foxx. Congress has increased funding for K to 12
schools, colleges and universities over the last several decades, yet
student’s outcomes have not improved.

We have heard from parents who spoke to this Committee that
the pandemic reeked-havoc on their child’s education. We have sent
teacher unions, elected officials kept classroom closed. We are see-
ing in California that parents are frustrated and ready for reform,
in favor of more school choice.

According to the Public Policy Institute of California in 2020
school vouchers are very popular with parents, but California
seems to be slow to implement new school choice and voucher op-
tions.
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We asked so many questions and answers since I am one of the
last ones. So I have a simple question to Dr. McCluskey. Do you
think that providing parents with more options for their children
for example, charter schools, virtual school, home schooling and
vouchers for private schools, do you think it would improve edu-
cational outcomes?

Mr. McCLUSKEY. Oh I think it definitely would improve edu-
cational outcomes. In fact there are 29 or so studies on the competi-
tive effects of having school choice. I think it’s 27 of those have
found that the more options parents have around a public school
the better that public school does because you need those incen-
tives of people being able to take their money elsewhere to really
focus on the outcomes that parents want.

So the research very much supports the idea that the more
choice there is, the better the outcomes. And of course there was
the study that was mentioned earlier at the University of Arkansas
that found that NAEP scores are better, they get higher when peo-
ple have more choice in their states.

Mrs. STEEL. Thank you Dr. McCluskey. Thank you, all the wit-
nesses who came today, and Chairman I yield back.

Chairman ScOTT. Thank you. The gentleman from Indiana Mr.
Mrvan.

Mr. MRVAN. Thank you Mr. Chairman and I'd like to thank all
the witnesses for joining us today. With that being said Mr. Chair-
man, before I ask my question, I wanted to point out that the
Davis Bacon or prevailing wage provisions do not increase con-
struction costs.

The argument that prevailing wage laws increase construction
costs relies on the flawed assumption that only the way the con-
tractor can minimize labor costs i1s by paying workers less. This is
false. In any industry an employer can also reduce labor costs by
reducing turnover and using wages to attract and hire the indus-
try’s most productive of workers.

That being said I would like to address my support for the Buy
American provisions. I strongly believe that Buy American policies
ensure that we are not missing out on good-paying job opportuni-
ties and manufacturing across a range of industries in our commu-
nity.

Chairman Scott’s Reopen and Rebuild America’s School Act has
a strong Buy American provision, including a melted and poured
standard for iron and steel. The melted and poured standard is ex-
tremely important for the steel producers and steel workers of Indi-
ana’s First congressional District, as well as workers across the
country.

I thank the Chairman for recognizing the importance of the
strong Buy American requirements. Mrs. Filardo can you share
why Buy American requirements, along with prevailing wage and
project labor agreements are important to the Reopen and Rebuild
America’s School Act?

Ms. FiLARDO. Yes. Thank you for that question and I've been
really mystified by the negative comments about it. It’s you know
proper wages and the quality that we get from our school construc-
tion from the project labor agreements, and frankly from union
builders is just not—is well-known.



120

And we also know from building that was done under ARRA
where you know in Texas and Arkansas and Georgia and Cali-
fornia as well, spent money using the Federal dollars that they did
not have a problem with Davis Bacon.

And in fact in Georgia they reluctantly explained to me that they
thought maybe it was a little bit higher, maybe 7 percent that they
had paid on a premium, but I would argue that you actually get
something. You know there might be a little premium, I don’t care
if you get something for it.

And we know that in this country we didn’t have schools fall
down on top of kids like they did in China during an earthquake
right. So we have really safe schools. We have schools that are
done at very high quality with our project labor agreements, and
I think we should be proud of those and I don’t think we should
be lowering those standards at all.

And certainly in terms of Buy American. One of the amazing
things and wonderful things about our public schools is that they
do have you know equipment and supplies and materials in them
that are really—they’re full of them frankly, with their furniture
and equipment.

And if we could be manufacturing more of that in this country
we’d be very, very well-off. In Indiana I know there’s locks on doors
and hardware that comes out of Indiana, and all of this is really
important to our schools. We need a lot of materials and equip-
ment, and we should be manufacturing it here.

Mr. MRvAN. I thank you very much. And I just wanted to close
with saying that the Reopen Rebuild America’s School Act along
with the Buy American provision, one of my colleagues, Congress-
woman Spartz asked what we can do together.

And what I believe can unite our country is bring workers to-
gether and make sure that we're uplifting workers’ ability to make
a wage and a family sustaining income, along with health benefits,
and along with a secured pension.

And as we go forward, I just want to thank everyone for your
participation. This ties everything together with early childhood de-
velopment along with community college and dislocated workers
and making sure we get our workforce back on track and being
able to provide for their families.

I thank you Mr. Chairman and I yield back.

Chairman ScOTT. Thank you. And our next Member to be recog-
nized is the gentlelady from Louisiana, Ms. Letlow.

Mrs. LETLOW. Chairman Scott, Ranking Member Foxx, Members
of the Committee and witnesses. Thank you for taking the time to
discuss President Biden’s new legislative proposals, the American
Jobs Plan, and American Families Plan.

While I believe Congress should invest in education and work-
force development efforts, we also must be mindful in evaluating
four important areas before we start spending hard earned tax-
payer dollars. First, how much we spend and the effect it will have
on our children and grandchildren.

Two, the regulatory burden that Congress puts on the use of
funds, less government intervention, not more. Three, if we are ad-
dressing the root cause of the problem, throwing money at a pro-
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gram without addressing the challenges, or how we can measure
the success is not a wise use of taxpayer dollars.

And fourth, that the role of State and local governments for edu-
cation spending. Most education spending is funded locally. Con-
gress has already spent billions of dollars for education with the
last several COVID-19 relief packages and stimulus bills. While
some of the President’s new proposals hold merit, like expand
broadband access to rural areas. I have serious concerns about pil-
ing on additional spending when many of the already appropriated
funds have yet to be allocated and sent out by the Federal Govern-
ment.

My question is for Dr. McCluskey. Do you know where the
United States falls in comparison to other countries in terms of ele-
mentary and secondary education spending? And where do we fall
in comparison to other countries in terms of our outcomes for these
students?

Mr. McCLUSKEY. Yes. We spend more than almost any other
country, certainly Luxemburg spends more an a few others. And if
you look at international exams like the Tim’s exam, or the PISA
exam, especially if you look at math is where we struggle the most,
it doesn’t appear at least relative to other countries, they seem to
generally spend less than we do.

And they typically have better scores. Especially again if you
look at the math. It’s a little bit less when you look at reading, but
it doesn’t appear that we’re getting the bang for the buck that we
would like to get.

Mrs. LETLOW. Thank you. And finally there seems to be a percep-
tion that we are vastly underfunding education. Why do you think
that perception persists?

Mr. McCLUSKEY. I think it’s because a lot of the times we hear
that well our schools of course are underfunded. It’s repeating it as
if is a given truth. And what’s interesting is there’s polling, often
polling that’s been done in the last few years, asking whether peo-
ple think we spend enough on education. And it’s usually you know
maybe 60-some percent or so say no. We don’t spend enough.

And then when they’re presented with the amount that we actu-
ally spend, that goes down by about 20 percentage points. So I
think we’re accustomed to hearing that we don’t spend enough and
that we're always cutting, but if you look at the numbers only after
the Great Recession, if you go back to the 1920’s, only then did we
see a dip in per pupil spending, adjusted for inflation, and it has
since come back and was back in record levels.

Mrs. LETLOW. Thank you so much Dr. McCluskey and to the rest
of the witnesses. Thank you for your time. Mr. Chairman I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Chairman ScoTT. Well thank you so much. The gentleman from
New York Mr. Jones.

Mr. JoNES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing
and of course to the witnesses for testifying today. As I have lis-
tened to some of the questions and testimony, I am disappointed
in some people at the lengths to which they will go to shortchange
our students and teachers.

One of the witnesses here today, Mr. McCluskey has made the
argument that we should not increase our investment in education



122

because the average score on the National Assessment on Edu-
cational Progress has only seen a nominal increase. I would like to
just note that while it’s true that the average score has only seen
a slight increase, scores for Black and Hispanic students have in-
creased tremendously.

Between 1975 and 2012 the average reading score for students
only increased by one point. But during that same period scores in-
creased by 28 points for Black students, and 22 for Hispanic stu-
dents, and a similar trend can be seen with math scores.

This shows that investing in students and schools, especially in
poor communities and communities of color, improves outcomes
and indeed does make a difference. We’ve also heard from others
on this panel today that funding for education outside of Federal
lands is somehow unconstitutional.

A deeply embarrassing and unserious argument that I never ex-
pected any witness before this body to make, frankly. And of course
we've also heard the tired argument that Federal infrastructure in-
vestments are somehow inefficient and wasteful.

This runs counter to Ms. Filardo’s testimony and what we've
heard from stakeholders, constituents, and experts, including the
non-partisan Government Accountability Office.

And to Mr. McCluskey, you know, who may or may not have ac-
tually read the Constitution, I feel the need to remind him that
Congress derives its authority to craft and enact legislation from
the spending and general welfare clauses in that very document.
The Federal Government provides approximately 8 percent of all
funding for K through 12 education. And what we are talking
about today is the Federal Government playing a greater role in
school infrastructure to improve the conditions of our Nation’s pub-
lic schools.

Ms. Filardo school segregation continues to be a major barrier to
educational equity. The legacy of decade’s old discriminatory hous-
ing policies continues to exacerbate segregation in housing and in
our Nation’s schools.

According to a 2016 GAO report schools are more segregated
today than at any time since the 1960’s. How can states and dis-
tricts support improving school integration through school construc-
tion?

Ms. FiLARDO. That’s a great question and they certainly seg-
regated them through school construction. And I think that in
RRASA with the ability to do planning and the requirement to
have good data, and have the communities engaged in planning
with good data, that there will be a possibility to better plan to
have integrated schools.

But I would also like to caution that schools that are 100 percent
minority that are in poor condition should be modernized. They
should not have to wait to have white students in them before they
are modernized. And part of what’s happened in many of our urban
center city communities is the disinvestment in those schools has
pushed enrollments down, so that they’ve been threatened with
closing, and they’ve been closed rather than fixed up.

And I think that we have to be careful about the frame on what
it looks like because I think that we really want to make sure that



123

this gets the highest needs kids, and then frankly those schools
will more than likely to be integrated.

We saw that in Washington, DC. when my kids were in school.

Mr. JoNES. Thank you so much. And Mr. Malik, President Biden
recently proposed a 25-billion-dollar investment to upgrade
childcare facilities and build new supply of childcare, especially in
high need areas. At the Center for American Progress, you have
written extensively about childcare deserts. Can you please explain
what childcare deserts are, and how President Biden’s plan would
address the issue?

Mr. MALIK. Yes. We were first to collect the locations on all the
licensed childcare programs in the U.S. and found most census
tracks, there were more than three times as many children as
there were licensed childcare slots, which we dubbed childcare
deserts.

Those were disproportionately rural areas, low-income areas.
And what we really need to think about when we'’re investing those
infrastructure dollars is how can we fill those gaps? How can we
innovate to grow the childcare sector in its supply, to find those
gaps and to serve those communities that have been underserved
and have been left out?

Mr. JoNES. Thank you so much. Mr. Chairman I yield back.

Chairman ScorT. Thank you. Gentleman from New York Mr.
Bowman.

Mr. BowmaN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you to our
witnesses. Ms. Filardo thank you for your leadership at the 21
Century School Fund. As you already know before I was a Con-
gressman, I was an educator in public schools for 20 years. I know
first-hand that the infrastructure needs of our neighborhood
schools run deep.

The quality of education we want for every child is only possible
if we address the decades of disinvestment in our public schools,
and specifically the learning environment we ask our students to
learn in, and our educators and school staff to work in.

Incrementalism is a timeline we can’t settle for. The President’s
American Job Plan calls for 50 billion in direct school infrastruc-
ture grants, and 50 billion in bonds. RRASA doubles this invest-
ment with 100 billion in grants.

Can you explain why 50 billion in bonds would not provide as
much support to low-income stores and how RRASA will support
the development of zero carbon schools?

Ms. FiLARDO. Yes, I can. You know we were delighted to see
school infrastructure in the President’s plan, but actually quite dis-
appointed in that the raising of the bonds, and the lowering of the
grants is really counter to any agenda for greater equity.

Wealthy districts, or even basically middle-income districts can
afford to borrow. They can get credit. They don’t have to pay high
interest rate because they have credit. The poor districts they can’t
borrow. They don’t go out to bond because there’s no point. They’ve
got no evidence stream to repay their debt with.

So the lowering of the grant program in half was a real blow to
low-income, the lowest income districts and really the highest need
cities where theyre already burdened with tremendous amount of
debt.
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And I don’t think people really realize but local school districts,
you know, I said it earlier in my testimony, about a half a trillion
dollars in local school bond debt, and you know, it’s not that they're
not trying. They really are, but they need the Federal help that
RRASA would give.

Mr. BowMAN. Can you explain how poor school districts became
poor in the first place?

Ms. FiLarDO. Well there’s a lot of different ways right, but part
of it is the average size of a school district in this country is 1,000
students—median, I'm sorry, not the average, the median. And
only you know a handful of districts that are really large. The
small districts in part are small in part because of segregation.

They were carved out to be small, and they don’t come nec-
essarily with high tax base or any tax base, whether it’s sales tax
or property tax. And so they are struggling, and they will not have
any capacity to do a comprehensive project without State and Fed-
eral help.

Obviously, in the cities you have a different situation where
you've got the average age of your infrastructure at 60-70 years old
like in Baltimore or Philadelphia, and it’s just so big and so old,
and so expensive to work in these urban environments that they
have had a very hard time meeting the level of needs that they
need, as well as you know the challenges with you know the oper-
ating costs of operating very old infrastructure.

So it’s a very challenging thing and I know this is new. Federal
funding for school infrastructure is new. You know they did it in
the depression, but it’s not been a program, but it’s not that we
can’t solve this problem we can, but we need this Federal, State
and local partnership to do it, and RRASA really lays a plan out.

Mr. BowMAN. Thank you. Mr. Lanter between 2018 and 2028 the
direct care workforce is projected to add more than 1.3 million new
jobs. Home care will add nearly 1.1 million jobs in that period
which represents the largest growth of any job sector in the coun-
try, yet nearly a quarter of these workers still rely on public assist-
ance due to low wages and poor benefits.

What can we do as legislators to make sure that we are training
enough care workers to meet the growing need, and how can we
best ensure all care workers earn a living wage?

Mr. LANTER. Yes. Good question, thanks Congressman. We have
to do better. We need to start by acknowledging that the term qual-
ity jobs takes on many forms. But in all matters, we need to strive
to ensure that individuals have dignity in work, and that they can
provide for themselves and families.

Sectors like the one you mentioned and another one we’ve been
talking about here today early childhood education are in demand,
and the impact of these industries are enormous. In California
kidsdata.org reports that even though there are roughly 1 million
childcare slots available, it’s only one-third of the need.

The cost of business is annually 1.8 billion in absenteeism and
turnover among working parents. But there are things we can do
Congressman to help these industries.

First, we should fund the development and articulation of career
pathways that started entry in mid-range jobs in these industries
like the ones we're discussing, and show how individuals can fur-
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ther their career and move into an occupation that pays better
wages in that field, or into a related industry in a field nearby, a
related industry, sorry.

And second, fund the work of workforce intermediaries, organiza-
tions that have deep knowledge of the industries in question. They
can work with employers to help provide better work environments.
They can link education providers to workforce development. They
can ensure wages are increased, and finally they can connect part-
nerships together resulting in models like apprenticeship programs.

And this work can all be scaled by the funding in the American’s
Job Plan.

Mr. BOwMAN. Awesome. Thank you Mr. Chairman I yield back.
Sorry for going so far over.

Chairman ScOTT. Thank you. Our next Member is the distin-
guished chair of the Budget Committee, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky, Mr. Yarmuth.

Mr. YARMUTH. Thank you very much Mr. Chairman and thanks
to all our witnesses. It’'s been an interesting discussion. I think
what I’'ve come away with from the last couple of hours is a pretty
stark reminder of why it’s difficult to find common ground.

I mean we have some very substantial differences here, not just
about whether the Federal Government should be involved in fi-
nancing our education across our country, but also what the value
of education is. And I've been astounded to hear statements. I
think basically one from Mr. McCluskey that diplomas are just
pieces of paper.

I don’t know how many non-college graduates are in responsible
positions at the Cato Institute. I suspect that virtually everyone
there has a college degree, so there must be some value placed on
that. I've heard comments about how early childhood education is
not really effective.

And these things are—represent again a stark difference in the—
I won’t necessarily say parties, but in the perspectives that we
have in Congress. I'm particularly interested in early childhood
education. We are now in a position in this country where for the
first time a majority of children born in this country are not white.

That means that at least on a particularly predictable basis, a
larger percentage of our children will be coming from households
where fewer resources of lower income levels than has historically
been true. But they are the next generation, or two generations
from now.

They are our tax force. They are our workforce. And I think this
has to be a major national priority. And you know I heard com-
ments like studies show that a young child is better off develop-
mentally with a parent. Well that may be true, but maybe true in
a majority of cases. I don’t know.

I know it is not true for everyone. I know it is unrealistic because
a vast—a huge number of our children are not in households where
the parent can spend all of his or her, mostly her time with the
child. And so I'll just keep asking where the answer is.

I know what a former republican President said, that was George
W. Bush who said we can’t afford to allow children to be deprived
of the education they deserve because they are in a State or a local-
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ity that doesn’t want to make the efforts to provide the quality of
education for them.

And I think that’s a truism, I think it remains true today if not
more-true than it was almost 20 years ago. But again, I'm focused
on early childhood education. I represent Louisville, Kentucky. You
could say Happy Derby Week to me, but we have an institution
there called the Keystone Academy.

It’s an early childhood development center. It sits in the middle
of housing projects. Every child in that facility is a Black or brown
child and is coming from lower income households. And they use
something called the Reggio method in which the creativity of the
kids determines what they do.

The teachers are there to facilitate their wishes. I visited there
and I was blown away. It was miraculous. These kids have such
superior socialization skills, verbal skills. They are doing things
that I could not believe two and 3 year olds could do.

And it seems to me that when you have that unlimited potential,
and the reality of the situation that we have literally tens of mil-
lions of kids in that position that we at the Federal level would not
want to do something about that.

So I fully support those provisions in the American Families Plan
and will work very hard to see that that’s done. I have one quick
question I'd like to ask of Mr. Malik, and maybe somebody else
would want to respond to it.

And that is the one thing I worry about if we provide these enor-
mous benefits to a lot of people, whether it’s free community college
for 2 years, or child care, are we going to have a resourcing prob-
lem, and how are we going to handle that resourcing problem. Be-
cause if you make a promise to American children that they’re
going to have access to full-quality and high-quality childcare, are
we going to be able to provide that.

Mr. MALIK. Thank you, Congressman. I fully agree that this is
a big project before us. I think the encouraging thing is we're talk-
ing about—finally talking about the kinds of investments that can
get us to scale, but it will take several years, and we will need to
prioritize certain regions, certain geographies, and certain cat-
egories of families and children as we move up to scale.

Because currently right now we’ve got a system that is working
for the rich and the upper middle class. They can keep paying and
that’s going to be annoying for them to keep paying, but that is I
think doable, and that is the reason that we have the Child Care
for Working Families Act scaled to the degree that it is.

Mr. YARMUTH. Thank you for that. Thanks again to all the wit-
nesses and I yield back.

Chairman ScoTT. Thank you. Has any Member not been recog-
nized for questions? I don’t see anybody. If not, I'll recognize myself
for 5 minutes starting with Ms. Filardo. You had indicated the
problem is about 50 billion per year. Is that what we are under in-
vesting in school construction?

Ms. FiLARDO. It’s close.

Chairman ScOTT. And you've talked about the problems State
and local governments have in coming up with the money, particu-
larly in low income areas. Can you say a word about why it’s so
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important to use the Title I formula for distribution of the money,
so it will actually go to low-income areas where it’s most needed?

Ms. FILARDO. Yes. I mean it’s absolutely critical that it’s targeted
because essentially what RRASA would do, even at 100 billion, it’s
about not even 10 percent of the need nationally for what we
should be spending on our school facilities right. So the 100 billion.

The 50 billion is what we’re not doing, it’s the gap right roughly,
right? So if you've got 10 billion a year to spend out of RRASA over
10 years, you have to target it in order to get to the poorest kids.
I mean it’s just not going to happen any other way. And you know
we know that the politics of even states getting their dollars to the
highest need is very tough, and very hard, you know.

It’s not easy choices when there’s not enough money around, and
so this is so important to get it to poor communities.

Chairman ScOTT. Thank you. Mr. Riedl you indicated that this
problem in getting people to work if theyre getting unemployment,
you're aware that if you've been offered a job youre not entitled to
unemployment, is that right?

Mr. RIEDL. That is technically what the law has said, although
that was relaxed during the pandemic. That was not fully enforced
by states during the pandemic.

Chairman ScoTT. But that’s the rule. If youre offered a job,
you’re not entitled to unemployment compensation.

Mr. RIEDL. That is not always the case. If you can make a reason
why, whether it’s related to the pandemic or childcare, or anything
like that you're not required to take the job. In some instances on
paper you are, that has not necessarily been enforced however for
the past year.

Chairman ScoTT. OK. But the rule is if the employer offers you
your job back and you refuse it, you'll just submit that to the Em-
ployment Commission and then you will lose your unemployment
benefits, not just the $400.00 but the whole thing. Are you aware
that you talked about the deficit that’s growing over the years?

You are aware that every republican President since Nixon has
left office with the worst deficit situation as a percentage of GDP
than they inherited, and every democratic administration has left
vs?tllll a?better deficit situation than they inherited. Are you aware
of that?

Mr. RIEDL. Yes. But that’s—those stats can be used misleadingly.
For instance, President Bush had a housing crash happen.

Chairman ScoTT. Well—

Mr. RIEDL. President Trump had a pandemic happen at the end
of his presidency.

Chairman ScoTT. Whoa, whoa, whoa, whoa. He was on track to
have the worst deficit before the pandemic you’re aware of that. So
you're aware of the trend. You've also talked about the devastating
impact on the deficit that this spending would have. Are you aware
that there are taxes associated to pay for these programs, so will
totally pay for the program within 15 years? Are you aware of that?

Mr. RIEDL. No. These programs are not paid for. In fact, the cur-
rent one only counts 8 years of spending and takes 15 years of
taxes, even though the spending programs would likely continue
after 8 years. The Congressional Budget Office is going to show
that the taxes do not pay for these programs.
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The proposal released today as well is also comes, will be scored
by CBO as likely being about a trillion dollars short.

Chairman ScOTT. In the 10-year window, but in 15 years so it
will pay for itself.

Mr. RIEDL. But the spending that only assumes the spending
stops. Unless the long-term care expansion is actually going to end
after 8 years, which I do not believe is Congress’s intention, the
costs will continue, and the deficits will rise. That’s why a lot of
the long-term studies such as Penn Wharton have shown higher
debt, lower wages, and lower GDP.

Chairman ScotT. I'll go back to the fact that every democrat
since Kennedy has ended up with a better deficit situation than
they inherited.

Mr. RIEDL. That’s not based on policies, however.

Chairman SCOTT. Just a coincidence. Mr. Lanter in terms of ap-
prenticeships, you didn’t mention healthcare, insurance or tech-
nology. Is there—can we fashion apprenticeships to cover these
untraditional apprenticeship opportunities?

Mr. LANTER. Absolutely Chairman. In fact there are already ap-
prenticeship and pre-apprenticeships in those industries, including
the insurance industry in our country and they’re modeled off of
apprenticeship programs in the European Union.

Chairman ScoTT. Good thank you. And I see my time has ex-
pired. So I want to thank all of our witnesses for being with us
today. I want to remind my colleagues that pursuant to Committee
practice, materials for submission to the hearing record must be
submitted to the Committee Clerk within 14 days following the last
day of the hearing, so by close of business on May 12 of 2021, pref-
erably in Microsoft Word format.

Materials submitted must address the subject matter of the hear-
ing. Only a Member of the Committee or an invited witness may
submit materials for inclusion in the record. Documents are limited
to 50 pages each.

Documents longer than 50 pages may be incorporated into the
record by way of an internet link that you must provide to the
Committee Clerk within the required time but recognize that in the
future that link may no longer work.

Pursuant to House rules and regulations, items for the record
should be submitted to the clerk electronically by emailing submis-
sions to edandlabor.hearings@mail.house.gov. Members are encour-
aged to submit materials to the inbox before the hearing, or during
the hearing at the time the Member makes the request.

Again I want to thank the witnesses for your participation. Mem-
bers of the Committee may have some additional questions for you
that we may ask the witnesses to please respond to these questions
in writing. The hearing record will be held open for 14 days in
order to receive those responses, and I remind my colleagues that
pursuant to the Committee practice, witness questions for the hear-
ing must be submitted to the Majority Committee Staff or Com-
mittee Clerk within 7 days and the questions submitted must ad-
dress the subject matter of the hearing.

The Ranking Member has indicated that she does not have a
closing statement, so I just want to thank the witnesses for joining
us today and for sharing their expertise with the Committee. To-
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day’s hearing made clear that the proposals in the American Job’s
Plan does not just provide immediate COVID-19 relief for our com-
munities, they also make long-term investments to address the
lasting consequences of the pandemic and improve the quality of
life across the country.

Investments will help millions of displaced workers get the skills
they need to find good paying jobs and ensure that students and
staff can safely return to the classrooms. They will ensure that
working families can afford safe and high-quality childcare. And
they will expand access to the lasting benefits of high-quality high-
er education.

Importantly, today’s hearing also established the urgency of
these proposals. Nearly all of the consequences of the pandemic are
exacerbating disparities that have existed far longer than COVID-
19, unless we proactively invest in eliminating these disparities a
recovery effort could just bring us back to the status quo that failed
too many Americans even before the pandemic.

That proactive investment is what we mean when we say Build
Back Better. So again I want to thank our witnesses for their time
today, and as we swiftly consider this legislative plan, I want to
put aside, hopefully we can put aside our differences and work to
build a stronger and more equitable future for all of the people in
our country.

If there’s no further business before the Committee without ob-
jection the Committee stands adjourned. Thank you again for all
of the witnesses.
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[Additional submissions by Chairman Scott follow:]
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Preface

In 1995 the U.S. Government Accounting Office i School Facilities: Condition of ica’s
Schools — the last truly comprehensive federal review of our nation's school infrastructure, The
report found that half of all schools had problems linked to indoor air quality and an unacceptable
15.000 schools were circulating air deemed unfit to breathe. In the 20 years since the release of this
report, states and districts have invested nearly $2 trillion in school infrastructure, but the critical

question remains: where do we stand today on our i to provide all | a quality
education in a healthy and safe environment? At its heart, school facility quality is a matter of
equity, and responsi ing for the future requires that we have better information about the

condition of our nation’s schools.

School facilities represent the second largest sector of public infrastructure spending, after
highways, and yet we have no comprehensive naticnal data source on K-12 public school
infrastructure. Even at the state level, school facilities information is often scant. The dearth of
official data and standards for our nation’s public school infrastructure has left communities and
states working largely on their own to plan for and provide high-quality facilities.

These realities inspired our three i to the best avai state-by-state data
and propose a based k by which we can benchmark the nation’s investment. We
set out to create a common fact base to understand three critical points:

1. the scale of elementary and secondary public school infrastructure;

(3]

. the significant effort that communities are making to provide safe, healthy, and adequate public
school facilities; and

-

. the future investment needed to ensure adegquate and equitable public school facilities for all
students, including those in low-wealth communities.

A 2015 national poll i by the U.S. Green Building Council found that

92 percent of Americans believe that the quality of public school buildings should be improved. As
a nation, we have the will, but we must find the way. We invite problem-soh. from ¢ il

o industry and ia to use the k and data in this report to develop
creative ions for improving our K-12 inf let us secure new revenue streams
and leverage public and private resources to provide the best educational opportunities for our
nation’s students — all of them.

ey #bo - Miichad. b Fnolad

Mary Filardo Rachel Gutter Mike Rowland

Executive Director Director State Facilities Director
st Century School Fund Center for Green Schools Georgia Department of Education
i
LS. Green Building Council 2016 Presid
MNational Council an Schoal Facilities
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Executive Summary

A large and g g body of evid that school facilities have a direct impact
on student learning, student and staff health, and school finances. But too many students attend
schml facilities that fall short of providing 21st century learning envi because
e and capital imp: are fi This report and the

best available school district data about U.S. K-12 public school facilities funding into a national and
state-level summary. In addition, 50 individual state profiles are le at f g,

these create a fact base from which to address three key questions:
1. Do states and districts have ad ing funds for cleani and repairs to

ensure buildings and grounds are healthy and safe?

2. Avre districts and states investing the capital funds necessary to ensure that their public schools
are educationally appropriate, energy efficient, and environmentally responsible?

3. Are states and the federal government daing enough to ensure equity in education, so that all
students have access to healthy and safe school facilities that support learning?

K-12 School Facilities Matter

The scale of U.S. public K-12 school facilities is staggering: every school day. nearly 50 million
students and & million adults are in close to 100,000 buildi an esti d 7.5
billion gross square feet and 2 million acres of land. In fact, state and local governments invest more
capital in K-12 public school facilities than in any other im'raslrucluve sector outside of highways.

Research shows lhnt high-quality facilities help imp student reduce truancy

and staff satisfaction and and ralse values. They also are
integral to ensuring enwiry in fferings and opp ities for Even so, no
comprehensive information about school building conditions or funding is available at the national
level, nor in the majority of states, despite the imp of this inf ture and the

made by LLS. taxpay

K-12 Facilities Spending & Investments Averaged $99 Billion Per Year

School districts worked hard from 1994 through 2013 to operate, maintain, modernize, and meet
the enraliment growth of the nation’s K-12 public schools. In the span of thesa 20 years, school
fwmmngedmmplcnymmanyﬂmen recentmmory fusled by improved health and

safety dards, stronger il 1 use of tech and i
nmg'mmng within schools. Nationally, states and districts spent a total of $925 billion in 2014 dollars
on and (M&Q): daily cleaning, g ds keeping, mai utilities, and

security of facilities. This amount equaled an annual average of nearly $46 billion per year for MEO over
these 20 years. From 2011-2013, spending increased to an average of $50 billion a year.

In additicn to M&0 spending, states and districts invested $973 billion in 2014 dollars (an average
of $49 billion per year), from their capital budgets for new school construction and capital projects
to improve existing schools, Over the past three years (2011-13), the combined spending and
investment totaled nearly $99 billion per year.

Capital Investment Impacted Communities Inequitably

The structure of K-12 school facilities funding in the U.S. is i and
States and the federal government contribute funds towards school districts’ annual operating

3 STATE OF OUR SCHOOLS
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costs, paying — on average — 45 percent and 10 percent, respectively. Facilities M&O, as part of
the operating budget, benefits from state and federal assistance. However, in making the capital
investments needed to build and improve school facilities, local school districts bear the heaviest
burden. This is the case despite communities” widely disparate levels of wealth and capacity to
finance all that their schools need. While five states pay for nearly all their districts’ capital costs, 12

states provide no direct support to districts for capital construction ibilities. In the
33 states, the levels of state support vary greatly. The fedaral government contributes almost
nothing to capital tion to help

$145 Billion Per Year Needed for 21st Century Facilities for All Children

Using industry standards adapted to K-12 public school facilities, we estimate that the nation should
be spending about $145 billion per year to mamtann. operate, and renew facilities so that they
provide healthy and safe 21st century | i for ali child: \pplying a

3 percent of current replacement value (CRV) standard for M&O, districts need to spend $58 billion
annually to maintain and operate the 2014 inventory of public school facilities so they are clean and
in good working order. On the capital side, the nation should be spending an estimated $77 billion

per year {4 percent of CRV) to regularly de existing facill systems, fixtures,
equipment, and finishes as thay reach the end of their antici d life icall;
reduce the backlog of i that has and alter existing facilities to

d to changing ional i In additi ecti suggm at least another
$10 billion per year is needed for new ion to d i over the

coming decade. That brings the total annual facilities requirements !u $145 hlllion per year,

The Nation Underinvests in Public School Facilities
| Historkc Spending | Modem Standards Projected Al Gap

- Mantenance&Operations | §50bilion | $sBbillon $8 billon
M Gt Construction it $77 billon §28 bilion
New Facites | | Slobison $10bilion
TOTAL $99 billion $145 billion $46 billion

$46 Billion Per Year Gap in K-12 Facilities Spending & Investment

The nation's current system of facilities funding leaves school districts unprepared to provide adeguate
and hool facilities. C historic against building industry and best-practice
for ible facilities we esti that national spending falls short by about
$8 billion for M&O and $38 billion for capital construction. In total, the nation is underspending on
schooal lacliﬁa by $46 billion — an annual shortfall of 32 percent. Gaps vary by state and local district,
on by local ¢ and the structure of school facilities funding at the
state level. Nevertheless, investment levels in all states but three will not meet the standards.

A Call to Action

The American public supports high-quality school facilities. When communities have the means
to build and maintain high-quality facilities, they do. This rupoﬂ ﬂmﬁes four key strategies for
addressing the structural deficits in the K-12 public i First,
current facilities conditions. Second, engage in planning for ad and bl
215t century facilities. Third, find and pilot new innovative sources of public funding. Finally, leverage
public and private resources in new ways to assist states and districts in providing hu!thy safe,

d i and i iy ible facilities for their
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School Facilities Matter

The U.5. K-12 public school system is to give inall ¢ ies the education
they need to rise to their greatest potential. The U.S. K=12 public education system serves nearly
50 million students and employs & million adults — mostly teachers — in more than 100,000 public
elementary and secandary schools in about 14,000 school districts.? In every state, each of these
students has the right to a public education, no matter his or her family income, race, religion,
gender, disability, country of origin, immigration status, or remote residence.

To support this educational mission, K-12 public school districts opeérate more than 7.5 billicn

gross square feet of building area, which i bus lots, ini ive offices,
maintenance facilities, and even teacher housing in some remote rural districts.Public school
facilities include an estimated 2 million acres of land.® Districts also provide their schools and
communities with extensive outdoor spaces that include areas such as playgrounds, outdoor
classrooms, athletic fields, tracks, and

landscaped and undeveloped green spaces. K~12 Facilities Account for About One-Quarter of
The square footage of public school district State and Local Infrastructure Investments
facilities equals almost half the area of all LS.
commercial office space. Next to highways, K-12
public school facilities are the nation's largest

Percent of total state and local capital outlay, 1995-2012

public building sector, accounting for about : K-ﬂ‘
one-quarter of all state and local infrastructure = Hasp

. Hospitals
capital projects for 1995 to 2012, pe
‘When K-12 and public higher education = Public Safety
are combined, public education captures I Natural Resgurces
the largest share of state and local capital Parks and Ret
investments.* I Sewerage

W Solid Waste
With more than one-sixth of the entire U.S. 4
Utilities

population inside K-12 public school buildings
each weekday, school facilities have a major
impact on the health and performance of
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students and staff alike. They send a signal of a s and ability to
provide an and ducation to all its Our ive public
infrastructure also impacts the social and natural of their

School Facilities Affect Health and Performance

The importance of facilities to health and per is well Ina review
rates and i y iliness, for at Lawrence

Labs noted an increase of 50 percent to 370 percent in the incidence of respiratory iliness in spaces

with low ventilation rates, as are commonly found in schools, compared to spaces

meeting industry-accepted standards® Breathing fresh air is not only critical for

keeping students healthy but also for keeping them alert. Several studies have

linked recirculating air linked recirculating air and low ventilation rates in classrooms with lower average
and low ventilation rates dally attendance and slower speed in completing tasks.” Studies slso have found
in classrooms with lower that poor facilities are gly i with student truancy and higher rates of
L]
average daily attendance Spensions;
and slower speed in h shows that ad lighting and good acoustics also help
students remain alert and ready to learn, has ined the

completing tasks.

6 STATE

between daylight and students’ ability to focus, retain information, and maintain
alertness. These studies found that students without access to daylight had
disruptions in their production of hormones essential to learning.” At least six major studies have
concluded that students’ ability to hear their teacher clearly has a substantial impact on their short-
term memory and academic performance.

School Facilities Impact the Environment

The location, design, and operation of school district facilities signi impact ities and
the environment. With 2 million acres of land and half the square footage of the entire commercial
building sector, school districts play an imp: role in ging facilities to reduce the use of

natural resources, support local ecology and resilience, and protect human health. School districts
can save amm and water while reducing utility costs by using integrated teams for designing new
buildi 3 and ! and taking ad of energy

generation opportunities. Reusing and adapting existing facilities reduces Iundﬂll waste and avoids
the energy and cost of extracting or harvesting new natural resources.

The massive scale of school district infrastructure has a major impact on overall municipal
infrastructure. One green roof installed on an existing school in New York City, for example, resulted
in a reduction in storm water runoff of 450,000 gallons a year, both protecting the city's water

and wildlife habitats,* Districts also have removed hardscm - ﬂloe
asphalt — and used native plants in landscaping, which helps acc
from drought and flmdlng Locating schools near the homes of students can enhanoe a
e 'S by i ready shelter and safety in the event of natural disasters. And it

can simultaneously reduce vehicle miles traveled by parents and buses, contributing to healthier air
and reduced fuel consumption.

School Facilities Are Integral to Equity

The quality of public school buils and g ds is a health, ional, and envi I
equity issue for families and communities. A growing number of states have established by law
the importance of facilities as a factor in equal opportunity in education.” The U.S. Department
of Education has advised school districts to take “proactive steps™ to ensure that educational

OF OUR SCHOOLS
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are fairly.” However, a study
of more than 146,559 school facilities improvement projects from Prﬂi&ds i" Si.‘hlln{S |5Htﬂl‘| i“
1995 to 2004 found that the projects in schools located in high- . £
wealth zip code areas had more than three times more capital hlgh wealth up code areas had

investment than the schools in the lowest-wealth zip code areas™ mare than three times more
Some students attend school in bright, comfortable, and healthy capital investment than schools in
facilities, while others are to di and the lowest-wealth zip code areas.

unhealthy facilities that pose substantial cbstacles to leaming and
overall well-being. Some communities have modern, high-quality
public ture in their nei 15 and ¢ Others do not.

A 2015 study of California school districts found that low-wealth districts spent a higher proportion
of their total education spending on the daily upkeep, operation, and repair of their facilities than
high-wealth distri But | Ith districts also spent far less on capital investments for building
system renewals such as roof or hanical system repl and buildi such

as modernizing sclence labs.® Because It is more difficult for low-wealth districts to borrow the
necessary capital to invest in the long-term stability of their facilities, these districts end up making
necessary and emergency short-term repairs using their operating budgets — the same funds they
need to pay hy and pay for other day-to-day educational

necessities. As such, low-wealth districts often get trapped in a vicious cycle; underspending on
routine and preventive maintenance in the short term leads to much higher building costs in the
long term,

It is not just students who are affected by the quality of the school facilities. Studies also have
shown that investing in public school infrastructure increases the value of property beyond the
t , boosts and helps rebuild confidence in a formerly struggling
district or school® But because the vast majority of capital construction is funded by focal
taxpayers, the ability of school districts to pay for major faciliti or new i
is tied to the wealth of the ity. That reality embeds inequity into a state’s school facility
conditions, except in the small number of states that have reformed their educational facilities
finance policies and practices.

C understand, A to a 2015 national poll commissioned by the U.S. Green
Building Council, two-thirds of Americans belleve it is “very important” to improve public school
buildings.” When communities can afford to maintain and invest in their public schools, they do,
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A Generation of Facilities Change

Over the past 20 years, i i have change,
driven by shifting ions and from parents,
and As and have many of the

miore than 100,000 public school facilities that were once considered to be adequate for
teaching and leaming now are considered to be woefully inadequate and even unsafe.

These changes have affected every area of school districts” ibility for their buildi

and g and i (M&C) and capital construction.

Ensuring Healthy and Safe School Environments: Maintenance
and Operations

To provide learning environments that are safe, healthy, and comfortable for students
and staff, a school district must devote substantial funds to maintain and operate its

facilities. Proper maintenance also extends the ffi and d lifespan
of facilities and ensures that the school district obtains the maximum possible return
on |ts capital | The and ion of school facilities is labor
< I ive, Buildi g chi gl ds keepers, and repair workers tend to
Maintenance daily and i such as hing roofs and cleaning gutters; changi
activities have filters in floars; replacing lamps and filters; replacing failed
become more equipment components such as motors, pumps, and switch
controls and settings on i and ding to calls for and non-
mp‘ﬂ —and emergency repairs to furniture, fixtures, doors, and These il
expensive — as have become more — and expensive — as new technologies are
new tedmnlngies into buildi and The amount of space used in education also has
are introduced into increased, giving districts more space to maintain and operate — sometimes with no new
)
Ill.lilﬂil'lg systems . funding with which to do so.'
components. Ensuring Adequate and Equitable School Facilities: Capital
Construction
A school district is responsible for several aspects of a capital construction program to provide
i and itabl and The district must acquire and build
facilities and grounds, renew or replace and over time, alter facilities
to support evolvi i and manage backl

8 STATE

Mew School Construction

FACILITIES ACQUISITION: Activities that result in a facility or assel becoming avadlable in a new or ike-new condition to 2
schoal district for use as 2 school or other district facility,

Between 1994 and 2013, U.S, K-12 public school enrollment grew by 4.8 million students, although
student population increases were not uniform across states. Eighteen states had double-digit

point in states had i of 0 percent and
9 percent, and 15 states had declining enrollments.”
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K~12 Enrollment Grew 4.8 Million Overall, but Declined in 16 States
P ins/declines in enrollment, FY 1994-2013

S o

St 5%

Source: Natrons! Center for o Seatistics
analyzed by st Century Sehox

As a result, in that same time period, school districts reported a net total of about 13,000 additional
K-12 schools.™ From 1995 to 2013, new construction accounted for nearly 45 percent of all K-12
public school district capital to data by Dodge Data & Analytics.™
During this period, school districts in many states had to respond to year-over-year enroliment
increases while also catching up on pent-up demand from gains over previous decades.

Mot all new schools or construction were driven by growth. Some of the new schools were created
within other schools as part of the small schools movement. In some states, new construction
was driven by enrolliment declines. In West Virginia, for example,

enroliment decreased 10 percent from 1994 to 2013, and the

number of schools declined by 152, At the same time, however, new School Mﬂsiﬂ mnnystatus

construction accounted for 55 percent of capital spending — well had H'Mﬂﬂlﬂ o year-over-year

above the national average — as the state forced low-enroliment enrollment increases while also

schools to close and consclidated new schools to replace the old, m"' upon ’u_w demand

In Ohio, a desire to and repla iorated and mmwwm
it facilities with ly and

modern facilities also fueled the high level of new construction.

Ohio's enroliment declined by nearly 11 percent between 1984 and 2013, and the total number

of schaols declined by 133, but new construction still accounted for 60 percent of the state’s

capital That is b Ohio undertook a major ide modernization program to
years of deterioration in its school facilith
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Renewing Systems and Components

RENEWAL: Majer repair, alteration. and replacement of building systems, equipment, and components that will sustain or extend
the useful life of the entire facility.

Even with proper routine mai ings and g In 2012-13, the average
age of the main building of a public school was 44 years old* Most building systems, companents,
equipment, and finishes do not last this long. The foundation and structure of a school will outlast
finishes for ceilings, walls, and floors, as well as most building equipment and fixtures. As a result,
during a bullding’s life, districts have to replace all of these components: roofs, windows, and doors;
boilers, chillers, and and plumbing and electrical systems.

Mew Health and Safety Standards

Renewing facilities helps districts meet new standards for health and safety. Most
schools bullt bafore the 1980s contained bullding materials now known to be hazardous

to human health, such as lead in g and paint; asb in plaster, insulati
and flooring; and PCBs in caulking and lighting, Fresh air standards for ventilation have
h d. Heating, and air and their is have been
Improved significantly over the in both to ded k ledge and
health many districts have abated and remediated

facilities to eliminate health hazards in their schools. In some cases, they have replaced
entire schools to eliminate the major health and safety problems with the original design
and construction.

Increased Environmental Responsibility

Districts have made major investments in school facilities to save energy. curb operating
costs, and reduce the impact of facilities on the envi For le, in 2001 New
ork City replaced the last of its coal-fired boilers with cleaner, safer, and more efficient
gas heating systems. Other school districts have upgraded roof systems l,o allow for
heat-reflective materials, green roofs, and solar arrays. ag
of the impact of lighting, ventilation, and nolse controls on oocubanl healrh nnd learning
outcomaes also has begun to alter district and

Bt have included better lighting; larger and better-insulated windows and skylights;
computerized controls for heating, cooling, and and
Insulation.

Altering Existing Schools

ALTERATIONS: The design. i, furniture, fixture. and equipment i that are made to a fully operating
facility o add capacity and make the facility more suitable for education aru‘herdmd purposes.

Inthepastmdocadeaﬂooldisulcuhaw made to existing facilities to meet
new code and ed as well as to satisfy community concerns and

i adding space to existing schools and changing the design
and relationship of spaces in schools, as well as upgrading the furniture, fixtures, and equipment,

drivers for i new for special education and
ibil of early ducati of for
and i lass-si and heis safety and security concemns.
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Support for Education Reforms

Since the 1960s, changing parent expectations and a better In the 1950s and 1?605.
understanding of student needs have driven districts to add classroom classes ruuh'nely had more
space and build additions to reduce class size. Many school systems than 30 students. Now. the
have redesigned classrooms to support new teaching models and
student-directed learning. In the 1950s and 1960s, classes routinely mrage elemeniary class
had more than 30 students. Now, the average elementary class in n P"M": schools has
public schools has 21 students, and the average secondary class has 27 21 students, and the
i tohigher scadeimk o) average secondary class

in the sch and career fields, many districts have has 27 students
modernized labs to support sophisticated and specialized science and i '

hinok 50 that can pursue studies in fields such
as robotics and biotechnology.

To reduce barriers to students’ academic success, districts also have assigned additional
administrators and student-support personnel, such as social workers and academic counselors.
And they have expanded after-school care and other school-based services and support for families
through with ¢ ity-based izations. These added functions require
additional space.

Serving Special Needs Students and the Physically Disabled
Since passage of the Americans with Disabilities Act in 1990, districts have

f ildings and g 50 they are fully accessible to children, teachers,
parents, and visitors with physi fisabilities. Ed i ch with a wide
wariety of special needs in the least- i possible — required
by the federal with Disabi Act — has meant that school
districts have expanded their K-12 facilities to support therapeutic services,
small class sizes for autistic and " and other
programmatic changes.

Expanded Early Education

When most of the nation's current public school buildi were built, kil
was an innovation and rarely more than a half-day program. Now, full-day
kindergarten is the norm. And an i is on early d

education has further expanded elementary schools and required changes to the
design, furniture, and fixtures in classrooms, bathrooms, and cutdoor play areas.

Increased Technology

Instructional and ini i hnology has had a d ic impact on school

facili ingl ! is viewed as integral to learning, teaching,

assessment, and management. As a result, districts have needed to pay for new
hnol and equij — as well as to their electrical and other

building infrastructure, such as cooling and dehumidification — to support the use
of technalogy in schools.
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Increased Safety and Security

In recent years, school districts have invested maore in school safety and security in the
face of both natural and manmade threats to students, staff, and visitors. Upgrades to
better prepare for natural di have included ding safe rooms for tornados,

I lling hurri i indi and modifying to with d

from earthquakes. In many cases, school buildings are designated public shelters

during catastrophic events, and the facility must be ready to support the needs of the
community. Some school districts also have modified and on doors to
better control access and enable schools to lock down in case of a threat.

School Grounds as a Community Asset

The land surrounding schools ks an important local asset, and school districts have
partnered with local and to take of availabl

and benefits. Teachers and school leaders have
advocated for healthier outdoor places for children to play and learn, and some districts
support gardens and farms for use in food service and for health and environmental
education. School districts have removed paving to reduce storm water run-off and

They have i d native ion to reduce mail and
improve wildlife habitats, Districts have altered outdoor play and athletic facilities to
provide both and healthy places to play and to support

athletics and physical activity from childhood through adulthood.

Addressing Deferred Maintenance

DEFERRED MAINTENANCE: Maintenance. system upgrades. or repairs thal were defirred to a future budget cycle or postpaned

until funding was available.
Due to a history of national in school facilities, school districts have struggled to
keep up with basic mai and repairs, and ions. The delay of these important

responsibilities has led to a backlog of critical projects in many districts, which can trigger
emergency repairs and higher expenses. Mationally, the lack of data about the condition of schoal
facilities makes it difficult to assess how far behind school districts may have fallen, but recent
estimates indicate enormous need. The U.S. General Accountability Office (GAQ) last completed

a comprehensive survey and study of the condition of K-12 public schools in 1995, when it found
that 15,000 schools had indoor air that the EPA classified as “unfit to breathe® and school districts
were carrying $113 billion in deferred repairs and maintenance. In the absence of a more recent
survey of school facility conditions, the 2013 State of Our Schoals report cited analysis of available

2008 school district M&O ding and capital i data. It esti d that districts were
carrying at least $271 billion in deferred maintenance and repairs. When including requirements for

and scheduled Is of existing facilities, the estimated pricetag doubled to $542
billion,
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ec] K-12 Public Education Facilities Spending,
L 1994-2013

States’ and public K-12 school s tor school facilities fall into two main

gories: daily and operations (M&0) and capital construction. School districts pay
for M&O activities out of their annual operating budget and for capital management activities, such
as capital projects and new construction, out of their capital budget, The capital accounts hold
funds for purchasing multi-year assets, and thay are often borrowed (financed by bonds).

Maintenance and Operations: An Average of $46 Billion Per Year

From 1994 through 2013, LS, K-12 school districts collectively spent $925 billion (in 2014 dollars) on
M&O — an average of $46 billion each year. This spending was for utilities (electricity and energy for
heating and cooling, water, telecommunications, refuse, and ling services);

and labor, and services for ds keeping, and

Between 1994 and 2013, total spending on M&0 increased by 29 percent, from $38 billion to

$49 billion; the high-water mark was $55 billion in 2009, before the Great Recession.® However,

in the three years from 2011 to 2013, districts reported spending an annual average of $50 billion a
year — nearly 32 percent more, adjusted for inflation, than in 1994. M&O spending is a major cost for
school districts; nationally it averaged 10 percent of their annual operating budgets between 1994
and 2013.

The states with the lowest shares of M&O spending were Georgia (7.6 percent), Minnesota (7.7
percent), and North Carolina (8.1 percent). Those with the highest shares were Oklahoma (111
percent), Arizona (121 percent), and Alaska (12.9 percent). (Appendix A includes detalled state-by-
state data.)

ABOUT THE DATA

School districts annually report their éxpenditures Total Capital Outlay: Capital investments as defined by

for facilities” maintenance and operations (M&O) and NCES include all capital costs for school construction,
capital construction to the LS. Census of Governments  land, bulldings, facilities improvements, and eguipment.

on an annual fiscal survey. The National Center for Capital Construction as defined by NCES includes the

Education Statistics (NCES) compiles the responses direct cost for construction contiacts (the “hard” costs)

into data tables that are available to the public. These and “soft” costs for architects, engineers. bond counsel,

data are the primary source for our analysis.

M&O of Plant: MA&D expenditures described m this
report include the annual costs for routine and
preventive maintenance, minor repairs, cleaning,
grounds keeping, utilities, and security, in accordance
with the definition used by NCES for "Operation and
Maintenance of Plant.”

and other fees and administrative costs required to
manage building improvements, whether done in-
house or contracted out. It does not include the costs
for land and existing structures or instructional and
other equipment.
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$925 Billion in M0 Spending Since 1994
550 M&O of Plant, FY 1994-2013 (2014%)

Spencing in § Bilions
g
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Source: National Center for Echaation Statistics, analyaed by 2ist Century School Fund

Over these 20 years, M&O din in every state except Michigan.
Average annual M&O spending varied greatly by state, as measured by spending per student and
per gross square foot, The states that spent the most for M&O per student were Alaska ($2,096),
New Jersey ($1,923), and New York ($1,759). At the other end of the range were Utah ($614), Idaho
($639), and North Caralina ($733). The spending per student and spending per square foot are
affected by the labor and material costs in a state and the level of i For

the average M&O spending per student in California — where schools are still crowded and labor
costs are high — was $806 per student and $8.08 per gross square foot. During this same period,
North Dakota school districts reported spending nearly the same amount per student ($862) but

only $3.55 per gross square foot,

Because the M&O data from NCES include the bined costs for cleaning, routine mai

utilities, mincr repairs, and security, it is impossible to know which element of the total is driving
in M&O for M&D due to square

footage for maintenance and operations. But costs could be compounded by a lack of capital
imvestment, which leads to more (and expensive) emergency repairs.

HOW MUCH OF MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS IS SPENT
ON UTILITIES AND SECURITY?

Because no national data set exists and very few states collect information about the components of M&D
spending, we surveyved sample states and districts to estimate that utilities costs account for about 30-35
percent of a districts’ total reported maintenance and operations (M&D) spending and that security costs account
for slightly less than 5 percent of the total MO spending. Utilities costs vary depending on the efficiency of the
facilities, the cost of utilities in a given state, and the local climate. Security costs also vary depending on the
population density of the districts and the stresses in the student population
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Statewide M&0 Spending Varies Greatly from State to State

Average annual M&0 spending, FY 201113 (20148)*
PER 2013 STUDENT PER 2014 GSF

*Statewide soenting dats can be found in Aspendix A amd oning at STateofoussehools oy
Source: Natianal Center for Education Statistes. anstyaed by 21t Cantury Seheo! Fuard
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Capital Construction: An Average of $49 Billion Per Year

From 1994 through 2013, school districts spent a total of $973 billion on capital construction — an
average of $4% billion per year. Total capital investments amounted to $1.26 trillion, an average of
about $63 billion per year, which capital tructi of and other
equipment, and acquisition of land and existing structures, OFf total capital outlay during these 20
years, 77 percent was for construction to renew, alter, acquire, and build school facilities: 17 percent
was for and other and & percent was for purchasing land and
existing structures.

$973 Billion in Total Capital Construction Investments Since 1994
(Capital construction outlay, FY 1994-2013 (in 20145)

50
$60 {
550
§ 40|
- om|
s0|
0 I
mlma B5 B96 1997 1098 1999 NIDCIIMI 002 mi.m 2005 006 2007 2008 2009 mm.mu w0 03
Sounce: Natonal | w Eetucal HACE avleed by 2ist Cenfury School Fund
Annual capital i i d from $26 billion in 1994 to a high of

$60 billion in 2009. After a relatively stable period from 2003 through 2009, capital construction
spending declined by almost 40 percent from 2009 to 2013 as a result of the Great Recession of

2008, capital ion is largely fi d by local school districts, the poor lending
climate and rels to burden after the had a striking impact on spending.
This drastic decline in school construction is greater than the decrease in overall
ch i ding since the ion.
Because capital
construction i |ﬂfi'|1f Funding for school district capital varied by state over the
d i ekl 20 years. The | it states. by the total amount of
ﬁ'_m‘_“ w local capital construction spending per gross square feet of space, were Arkansas ($38),
districts. the poor lending Maine ($43), and Montana ($52). and the highest states were Calif
climate and reluctance to ($216), Nevada ($199), and New York ($194), School construction spending
hurﬁlnhmpurs after per student is way to i r However, in states with less
# H the population density — such as Alaska and Wyoming — and in states that have seen
recession had a striking i —suchas ia and New York — measuring
3 ng on a per sis can oW
impact on spendin spendi ~student basis how the i to

actual conditions in the schoals.
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Total Statewide Capital Investments Vary Greatly from State to State
Total school-construction capital outlay, FY 1994-2013 (2014$)

PER 2013 STUDENT PER 2014 GSF
Natianal Average : I 7]

Alzhama $15
Alaska
Arizona

Arkamsas” $11116

Califamia
Colorada

*Dastrict data may be underreported, see Appendix A
Source: National Center for Edutation Statistics. anafand by 25t Cantury Schos
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Paying for K-12 Public Education Infrastructure: An Inequitable
System

‘With the nation’s 14,000 public school districts ranging from small rural districts of fewer than
100 students to mega-urban districts of more than 1 million students, the U.S. system of public

has a strong on local control, This is especially true for funding school
construction. Localities and states each contribute, on average, 45 percent of the annual cperating
budget, ™ which includes the annual costs for the and of faci The
federal g the 10 percent toward the annual operating budget of the
districts® However, of the $1.26 trillion in K-12 total capital outlays between 1994 and 2013, about
81 percent came from local sources, and 19 percent came from the states. Districts reported almost
no federal revenue for capital construction.

Local Communities Support the Majority of Costs for School Facilities
Operating costs Capital costs

Local Share

sl by ZHF Century

Because the large majority of capital construction is funded by local taxpayers, the ability of school
districts to pay for major renewals or new construction is tied to the wealth of their community,
perpetuating inequity in school facility conditions. Additionally, while funding to support facilities
M&O combines local, state, and federal sources, M&O competes with other essential aspects of
school district operations, such as salaries and instructional equipment, which alse need to be paid
for through the same general operating budget. Therefore, schoal districts, especially those low-
wealth districts that have not been able to spend needed capital construction funds to make major
repairs to their buildings, are put in a position where they must stretch their general operating funds
to try to make up the difference.

Local Districts Carry the Load

Because capital projects are big-ticket items and are needed periodically, local districts usually
finance them, rather than pay for them with annual operating funds. Voters make these financing

decisions through bond refs da, or, in fiscally dependent school districts, county or city
representatives vote on funding measures as part of thair ipal capital budk Fi ing
the costs for school is d good ice b the costs of facilities

improvements are shared across the generations of those who will use them,

At the end of 2013, districts reported that they were carrying $409 billion in long-term debt, largely
from capital on The | average debt per student was $8,465. During 2013,
school districts reported paying $17 billion in interest on their long-term debt. States that help fund
districts’ capital investments also often borrow to finance their contributions. However, state debt
dedicated for K-12 capital outlays is not differentiated from other state debt in the U.5. Census of
Government State Fiscal Survey.

18 STATE OF OUR SCHOOLS



150

Mverage Long-Term Debt Per Student Ranges From $700 to $17.000 by State

District long-term debt, FY 2013, per 2013 student
W 55000andup  STO0-$IS.000  $670I-ST000 1 S3401-$6.700 W $0-§3400
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Souree: Nations! Center for Education Statmbics, anabesd by 28! Century School Fund

The average amount of local district facilities long-term debt also varies greatly by state and district.
The states with the lowest amount of local district debt per student are Wyoming ($674), West
Virginia ($1,497), and Oklahoma ($2,402). The states with the highest amount of debt per student
are South Carolina ($16.948), Pennsylvania ($15,638), and Texas ($13,297). In general, states in which
local debt is highest are the ones that did not have a state program to help local districts pay for
their facilities capital investments. High-wealth districts have the capacity to borrow what they need,
and the state averages mask the fact that very wealthy communities can and do borrow at high
levels, whereas many low-wealth districts (particularly small, rural £) cannot borrow at all.
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12 States Pay Nothing Toward District Capital Construction
State share of funding for capital outlay, FY 1994-2013

South Dakota

Wisconsin

State Funding Support Varies

State funding roles and responsibilities for facility adegquacy and equity vary widely, Nationally,
states covered an average of 19 percent of K-12 public school facilities capital investments over the
last 19 years, But in 2015, 12 states provided no direct funding or reimbursements to school districts
for capital At the other exts is Hawail, a unique state-level education district, which
pays for all capital improvements using state funds. In addition, Wyoming has paid for 63 percent
of its construction capital costs with state funding as a consequence of a series of state Supreme
Court decisions and action on the part of the state | G icut (57 percent), Del

(57 percent), Massachusetts (67 percent), and Rhode Island (78 parcent) also have assumed the
responsibility for most capital investments. Among the other states, the state contribution for
capital investments ranges from 1 percent to 37 percent.

The share of state revenue for public school construction has increased over the past two decades,
For example, the average state share rose from a low of 11 percent in 1999 to 20 percent in 2013,
These increases in funding from the states were largely the result of legal challenges to the equity of
states' funding systems, which tie public scheol funding to the wealth of the local school districts.”

Almost No Federal Support for School Facilities

The federal g helped build th, ¥'s public education infrastructure with funding
through the Works Progress Administration in the 19305 and then again in the post-World War ||
era with funding from the National Defense Education Act. But during the two decades studied in
this report — except for a $1.2 billion emergency school repair initiative in the 2001 federal budget
directed to high-need districts and public schools with high of Native

students — the federal government provided virtually no support for states’ and districts' capital
responsibilities for public K-12 school facilities. ™

In a study of the federal role in school facllities, found that 2004 and 2010, the
federal government provided less than .02 percent of LS. school districts’ total capital spending In
direct grants for school facilities, mostly awarded through the Federal Emergency Management Agency
for schools affected by natural disasters.™ By contrast, in 2014, the federal government funded a full

38 percent of the nation's capital investment in wastewater and transportation infrastructure.™
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What It Will Take to Meet Educational
Facilities Standards

There are no national standards for K-12 public school facilities conditions, spending, and

L Rather, use annual school district ing bud | facilit
master plans, bond refs da, and capital bud, to what they need for their public
school facilities, and then they set priorities based on what they can afford. These are important
and critical local p k without dards it is | ible to the acd of
bt ding and i

Industry Facilities Spending and Standards

Bullding science use and capital renewal standards to guide facilities
managers in keeping facilities in good repair.™ These are derlved by the
lifespan of the facility and the cost to bulld a new one, referred to as the Current Replacement Value
(CRV), and then calculating the annual depreciation of the facility as a percentage of the CRV,

The CRV is derived by multiplying new construction costs per gross square foot (GSF) by the total
gross square footage of the facilities.

The CRV of the naticn's total K-12 public school inventory was $1.937 trillion in 2014, based on an
average new construction cost of $256 per GSF and 7.5 billion GSF of public school district facilities.

The lifespan of ies is derived by ging the life of a building structure, systems,
i fixtures, and — all of which depend on the original design,
ction, location, usage, and of the facility.
A P d to be in good repair for 50 years depreciates at 2 percent per

vear. The number of years a facility is expected to fully support programs and services will vary,
depending on the quality of the design, materials, and construction. Given all of this possible
actual req for ding will vary from the standards.

Current Replacement Value of 1.S. K—12 Public Schools

NEW CONSTRUCTION COST FACILITIES CURRENT
Average Cost per TotalGross Square. . REPLACEMENT
Gross Square Foot X Footage - VALUE
$256 75 billion $1.937 tillion
Mote: For state-level vabie, we multip gianal cost foe rew i cost,
‘when state officials provided data for thelr states) by the total footage in their state, elther 1

stale of estimated based on comparable states.
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Setting School Facilities Spending and Investment Standards:
A New Stewardship Framework

To apply building industry to i going beyond general
industry practice, which applies only to basic and Good ice calls for
enhancing these basic building standards so they also extend to the responsibilities of states
and districts to reduce the of in school and deliver
facilities that support and needs. States
and districts can incorporate thairurﬂque local ousts. and i ies into the

k, using the i and to
their current and future spending.
It is imp to note that i in one area can have a major impact elsewhere. For example,
if a district does not the ing or the reg routine and preventive maintenance,

then major building systems and components will not last as long as designed. If school districts do
not renew their building systems and companents on a timely schedule, then deferred mai

will accumulate, costs for annual maintenance and repairs will rise, and poor basic building

will ise the benefits of for prog or i dj

Modern Standards for Maintaining and Upgrading Current K12 Public School Facilities

The following proposed national standasds for school facilities are based on buikding i best practice. refer to
facilities’ current walise that should be invested annually b ings i
Local conciticers will vary, For example, school raclllntm mpw(orm:n willneed more than | percent a yoar lomard thee Gefured
&lmgerml. if fu h s, they should be able to deliver healthy, sale, educationally
(‘

B Annual M&0 Perlodic Renewals As-Needed Alterations
‘Such as cleaning. grounds ‘Such as replacing key Such as adding space for smaller classes,
keeping. routine and components that wear expanding early childhood, addressing
preventive maintenance, enviranmental concerms, integrating technology,
minor repairs, utilities and impeoving satety and secusity

and security

Systematic reduction of deferred maintenance
Making up for delayed MED, renewals, and alterations
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Annual Maintenance and Operations Spending Needs

A general industry standard for facility M&O (all facilities, not just schools) indicates that building
owners should expect to spend a minimum of 2 percent of the CRV annually. This covers routine
and faciliti i minor repairs, custodial services, and grounds keeping.
Expenditures for these services are closely dependent on many factors, including the current square
footage of school buildings. This 2 percent industry standard for M&O does not include costs for
utilities and security. However, because these utilities and security costs average 35-40 percent of a
school district’s reported spending on M&O, the 2 percent industry standard is too low for schools.
Instead, 3 percent of CRV is a better for school facili M&O 50 the

costs of utilities and security are covered. Meeting this standard requires spending $58 billion
annually.

Annual Capital Construction Investment Needs

Many factors affect capital budget needs, including the quality of routine and preventive
maintenance, the amount of deferred maintenance that has already accumulated, and projected
in | To imp ace and plan for future spending, states and

districts need to fully understand what is currently being spent on renewals, alterations, and
acquisitions separately. However, school districts are asked to combine capital construction
expenditures together when reporting spending data, so our understanding of the specific areas of
underspending is incomplete. Nevertheless, the combined figures point to substantial and consistent

feri in capital

Capital Renewals

School district faciliti s typically expect to in facilities already in good condition
by spending 2 percent of CRV by on building and g finishes,
. and equil and major repairs. Meeting this standard requires

spending $39 billion annually.

Alterations

Even if school districts address routine facilities renewals and take care of their deferred
maintenance, they also can expect regular flux in popular school design trends, changing

educational models, and new ¢l q I in

alterations to accommodate and support these changes can be costly

and difficult to predict. Although the specific will With a 2008 backlog of

not be fully predictable, that there will be necessary alterations is certain. deferred maintenance

Again, an additional 1 percent of CRV annually is modest but realistic. estimated conservatively at

s At llion $271 hillion and as high as

Deferred Maintenance §542 b“ll[!l'l.ll'ﬂal'l‘f.[lllhllt

PP e iaaais e school buildings wTII have

sector need to include a for reducing def to make up a deficit before
and altering facilities to meet ing educational and they can be considered in

community requirements. With a 2008 backlog of deferred maintenance «nm condition.”

estimated conservatively at $271 billion and as high as $542 billion,

many public school buildings will have to make up a deficit before they

can ba idered in "good dition.”™ To reduce the accumulation of deferred
maintenance, states and districts will have to spend at least an additional 1 percent of CRV on
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deferred maintenance annually over the next 10 years in the highest-need schools, Meeting this
standard requires spending at least $19 billion annually. At the end of 10 years, this steady level

of dli with capital would reduce the estimated deferred
maintenance burden from $271 billion to $81 billion. In order to fully resolve the backlog of deferred
further beyond 1 percent of CRV annually will be required,

Mew Construction

In addition to taking care of the facilities already in their inventory, states and districts have to plan
for building new schools to handle | growth. il P is projected to increase
by 31 million students between 2014 and 2024.%

States will first work to absorb enroliment growth into existing facilities, whether through portable
classrooms or by better utilizing space. However, considering that there were nearly 500,000 portable
classrooms in use in LS. schools in 2011™ — many wall past their healthy lifespans — many districts
will need to build new schools, The estimate assumes that only states with enrcliment increases will
add space for new enroliments and that each growth state will absorb 20 percent of its projected
enrollment into existing facilities. Assuming that new facilities will be built at the state’s average GSF
per student and at the state’s average new construction cost per square foot, states and districts will
need to spend nearly $10 billion (20148) on capital construction annually over the next 10 years.

Enrollment Projected to Grow by 3.1 Million Students by 2024

Percent projected enroliment change, FY 2012-24

While this uses I data from NCES for enroliment growth projections,
MCES projections will vary widely from state or local projections. For example, both the Maryland
Department of Planning and NCES project il i for Maryland; h the state
projects an 8 percent increase, whereas NCES puts it at 15 percent, which would have a dramatic
impact on capital construction estimates.
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Some States Are Projected To Have Significant Future Costs for New Construction
10-year estimate for new school construction, FY 2012-24
Alaska [ s1108

Avizona _ $7.088
colorado [J 53108
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Gaps in Delivering Adequate K-12 Facilities

A thorough analysis of 20 vears of M&O spending and capital investment reveals that most states
and districts do not have what they need to take care of the facilities they already have — or to build
new i to the [ and described above, districts will
fall short by $46 billion a year, Despite the average $99 billion annual investment over the past 20
years, the nation needs an additional $8 billion a year for M&O and an additional $38 billion a year
for capital construction to catch up on deferred maintenance, to renew and alter existing facilities

to address and to cover new construction based on NCES
projections for rising student enroliments.

Breaking Down the Estimated Gaps
Responsbities Modern Standards | Historic Spending | %of Standard | Proected Annual Gap
~ b Mainenance & Operations 1 3 CRY | $58 bilfon Sovmor | 5% 5 bon
S GetalConsnton st 4% CRY | $77blon S4dbllfor’ | 6% 326 blllon
TOTALaL 7% CRY | smbiln | 599bilion T | $biion
NewSeals'  GSFforNewSeats  CostperGSF  H-Year Etimate | Annual Estimate
27 million 393 milion 5254 $K00 bilicn 30 bilkon
Maintenance & Operations $58 bilion $50 billion $8 bilkon
TOTAL K=12 T T I
FACILITES Capital Construction $77 billion Sainition $28 bilbon
New Facilities | SWObilin | ) | $10 billion
TOTAL $145 billion $99illon S46illon

To fully meet the best practice M&O school districts should be at least

$58 billion per year for M&O to ensure healthy, safe, and efficient facilities. This equals an annual

average of about $1,200 per student and nearly $8 per gross square feet for cleaning, maintenance,
utilities, and security. Over the past three fiscal years, however, states and
districts together spent an annual average of $50 billion, or only 86 percent

According to the stewardship of the M&O standard, Continuing to spend at this level for the current facilities
framework and standards inventory will result in a gap of $8 billion per year.
described above. districts will Across fiscal years 2011-13, seven states met or exceaded the minimum
fall short by $46 hillion a year. spending standard for M&0 of their facilities. The highest-spending states were
Texas (125 percent), New Jersey (117 percent), and Alaska (114 percent). The
states with the largest gap M&O ding and the were
Minnesota (48 percent), Idaho (51 percent), and Utah (55 percent). In some cases, high spending on
M&O is driven by under in capital and higher-than-average costs associated
with utilities, security, dial and services, Iy, low may reflect

26

efficiencies and not necessarily neglect of the maintenance and operations of schools.
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Three States Exceed the Standard, Six Are Below 50 Percent

Percentage of standard met by historic M&0 spending and capital construction investment, FY 2015

1 100-16%
= B0-99%
[0 70-79%
171 60-69%

= 40-49%

To fully meet the best practice for capital school districts should be
at least $77 billion per year to ensure healthy, safe, and efficient facilities. And they will need to
spend an additional $10 billion a year to meet 80 percent of the projected enroliment growth.

Across fiscal years 1994-2013, three states met or the
for capital construction investments. The three states with the highest investment in capital
i 1 with the dard were Texas (110 percent), Georgia (103 percent), and

Florida (101 percent). States with the lowest capital P with the
standard were Vermont (21 percent), Rhode Island (23 percent), and Montana (28 percent). In most
cases, states with high capital to the reach or exceed the
standard because they build new schools to to growth. Hi these states

will need to continue to spend at the same levels to take care of what they have built.

When historic M&O spending and capital are and to el
only three states’ average spending levels met or ded the bined standards for M&O and
capital investment: Texas, Florida, and Georgia.

27  STATE OF OUR SCHOOLS



159

m Strategies to Meet Modern Standards
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Providing healthy, safe, and il faciliti
for our nation's stud isa and challengi As the world changes and
understanding of health, safety, education, and the arows, hing and learni

environments necessarily evolve, Although many states and school districts have made significant
improvements and investments in their public education infrastructure, the nation overall is not
prepared to deliver on its responsibility to provide all studs access to an

As a nation, we need to close the gap between what has been spent for public school facilities and
what is needed going forward to fulfill this promise.

Maost troubling is the inequity of K-12 public school facilities from ity to ity. Some
children learn in state-of-the art school buildings, with the most modern labs, classrooms, and
computer centers available. But too many students suffer in buildings that were out of date decades
ago and are an embarrassment in the world's richest country. Because local wealth is the primary

source of capital ion funds, underi disproporti by affects children from low-
income families. The results affect both stud " well-being and their eds ional iti
Effectively addressing the shortfalls and | ities will require pting b

to planning, managing, and funding public school facilities. Encouragingly. a number of states and
communities already have begun this work. of and ion abound — within
the K-12 sector and beyond. They point to a rich of opp: ities, if can

harness their will to address these common challenges.

While this report pravides a national overview of the issues, challenges, and opportunities, decisions
about school facilities are ul ly local. We ities across the country to use the
information contained in this report (and the state-level supplemental online data) to do their own
analyses and host their own conversations. The goal: ensure that every student in every community
has the opportunity to attend K-12 public schools that provide a quality education in facilities that
are heaithy, safe, and conducive to learning, Below are four ideas to help prompt constructive
discussions.

1. Understand Your Community’s Public School Facilities

Addressing the naticnwide funding gap requires that the public and poli k better
understand the conditions in their cwn schools and how these facilities impact student and teacher
health and performance, the environment, the local economy, and overall community vitality. A key
requirement is to have better data on public school infrastructure. The data need to be up-to-date,
comprehensive, accurate, and accessible to citizens and officials. The lack of commeon definitions
and i i ling and i data nati ly and in most states present challenges.
Appendix A offers a state-by-state table ing the data di that raise ions about
data accuracy, classification, and reporting. Communities must insist on getting access to accurate
data on their schol facilities.
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2. Engage in Education Facilities Planning

Ultimately, the power to decide whether and how to deliver quality
public educational facilities rests with taxpayers and voters.
Education leaders need to better the power of
in advancing education quality and equity and must clearly and
consistently communicate to the general public the value of
safer and healthier environments for learning. The solutions to
fixing poor i fons and i should be planned
systematically. Gaps cannot be closed overnight. Pricrities must be
established. Learning from best practices across the country, local
communities can develop creative and practical plans to improve
their public school ities. In our ic society, ¢

and school-based both need to be a part of
this integrated planning process.

3. Support New Public Funding

Adequate public funding is required to make it possible to meet
the country’s ilities to the g ion of

currently in schools and the generations to come. If we as a nation
continue to rely primarily on the local property tax, we cannot
expect better results.

States are critical partners to their local districts. In the 12 states
that provided no capital construction funding to districts, along
with the 13 other states that provided less than 10 percent, a
critical step is to identify state-level solutions to ensure equitable
educational opportunities for all. Many states have been working to
find dedicated revenue to support facilities in their local districts.
Mew Mexico uses revenues from oil and gas reserves and Wyoming
uses revenues from coal lease bonuses for their school facilities.

Ohio dedi d its tob, | revenue to pay for its

ide school i g The Georgia Legislature
enabled its counties to pass a special option sales tax that can
be dedi d to school on, lowa and hy

have dedicated a portion of their state sales taxes for school
construction. South Carolina recently established a statewide
property tax to ensure ad and schools, including
facilities.

However, even the most creative state and local partnerships
leave some districts behind. It is time to explore how the federal

can help i xt ities in school
facilities conditions. It is time for a non-partisan dialegue on the
appropriate federal role for helping states and districts meet our
collective responsibilities.
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4. Leverage Public and Private Resources

I I will be v to sustain the scale of investment required to provide the
schools that every student in every community deserves, To more fully leverage public facilities

anew of funding streams, and partnerships will be needed.
Leveraging these investments means finding ways to use land and building assets to raise and save
funds, such as public-private and public-public lving loan funds,
social impact ing, and other scalable and i

Private sector partners have an important role to play in i and
With private support, school districts can leverage staff and contractors toward their highest
possible value, using proper i P y. and ight of i
impl ing fi i I joint use of buildings and ar

P to school icts and their state-level partners need
technical and regulatory support in solving their imvestment shortfalls.

A Call to Action

Federal, state, and local stakeholders — from to state legislators to i d
community leaders to impact investors — must collaborate to create, pilot, and scale new solutions
and d ful ies. C ity and partners must come to the table.
Five states already have created i to school i Some ane

focused primarily on state allocation of capital funds. Others are engaged in planning and project
management and construction itself. One — New Mexico Public School Authority — is involved in
the continuum of facilities from M&O to design and construction. However, the current reality is that
maost districts in most states must deliver 21st century school facilities on their own.

Thought leaders from education, government, industry, and communities are invited to use and

i 1 the data and fi rk in this report to brainstorm, share, and
pilot creative new ions to these iliti trategies that emerge
from these pilots must be documented, refined, and adapted for scale. The result: school facilities
that meet the needs of today’s stud in every and for to come,
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APPENDIX

State Data Tables

SCHOOLS 20-YEAR MEQ TOTALS
FY 2013 FY 160420015 (20148

ENROLLMENT ¥ 2013
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YEAR ANNUAL AVERAGES
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CAPTTAL CONSTRUCTION GAP PROJECTION ANALYSIS

MEQ GAP PROJECTION ANALYSIS

o BE BB EEEEEBREE:

5 50 pridchan O

CEEEEE

428323 :

STATE OF OUR SCHOOLS

33



34

165

STATE OF OUR SCHOOLS

L Whersa

proviced by
Dodge Data &
Anatytics showed

underreportec

(soe Appendia B),

we adpusted those

frgures.

Whare additional

data from state
Ciils Showed




166

tal Outlay and Construction
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In order to identify potential d y Issues ing the data by states and school districts on the U.S. Census
of Governments Fiscal (F-13 and F-33) Surveys, we calculated the annual averages for each state on four key data points for
test years FY 1985-2011 and compared them to the national averages or, in the case of total capital outlay, an expected figure of
100%. This process identified the outliers against the national averages and raised the i about the a acy of
the publicly avallable data sets:

1 In states where dulmt l‘cpﬁﬂed and state-reported figures for total capital outlay differ by more than 10%, district-reported
capital e ta may be

2 In states where school-construction outlay was less than B0% of the dlslnct'mnom.-rl total capital outlay versus the national
average of 75%, some districts may have fied some school outlay and ported it.

3 In states where hard-cost oons:ruchon cantract amounts reported by Dedge Data Analytics are more than B5% of the
ported figures for schy tion outlay (which include hard and soft costs), school-construction outlay
figures may be howeve were only made for states where hard cost school construction
contract amounts exceeded 100% of dnlﬂct reported capital censtruction outlay.

Sources: National Center for Education Statistics: LS. Census of Governments. Dodige Analytics
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DISTRICT-REPORTED (2014$) ADJUSTED

Total Capital Outlay | State for Capital the State for Capital | State Share of Total

($ billions) | Outlay ($ billions) QOutlay ($ billions)  Capital Outlay

Ohio $46 $1275 $12.67 27%
Oklahoma $10 $0.03 $0.03 0%
Oregon 1] $0.00 $0.00 0%
Pennsylvania $49 $6.86 $7.20 15%
Rhode Island ] $1.09 $12 8%
South Carolina $21 $172 $1.74 8%
South Dakota 3 $0.00 $0.00 0%
Tennessee $16 $0.00 $0.00 0%
Texas $131 s sz 9%
Utah $13 $0.07 $0.80 6%
Vermont $2 $0.29 $031 19%
Virginia $33 $165 $167 5%
Washington $32 $409 $450 14%
West Virginia $5 $044 $0.44 9%
Wisconsin $i8 $0.00 $0.00 0%
Wyoming $4 $236 $239 63%

District-reported figures in yellow were adjusted with input provided by state officials.

Sources: National Center for Education Statistics, F-33 Fiscal Suneys FY 1994-2013.
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Endnotes
1. Primary sources:

1) The U.5. Census of F-33 Fiscal Surveys as by the National Center on Education
Statistics (NCES). These data include annual revenues and expenditures of local school districts,
including those for capital outlay and for maintenance and operations of plant.

(2) The US. Census of Governmints F<13 Fiscal Surveys as published by NCES. These data include figiires
for capital outlays by state and local governments on public elementary and secondary school facilities.

(3) Proprietary data from Dodge Data & Analytics on the costs at contract start of public school districts’
school construction projects by project type and state and year. Dodge Data & Analytics (formerty
McGraw-Hill Ct is a private that collects as a service to industry
subcontractors and suppliers.

{4) Imventory data from state-level school facilities offices and agencies that are members of the National
Councll on School Facllities.

2. US. Departmant of Education, Naticnal Center for Digest of Statistics, Tables
216.20 (2005); 21370 (20M14); 21610 (2014); and 214.30 (2014),
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llected school facilities from state facilities officials and other state crganizations. it

obtained data for 26 states and 2ist Century School Fund esti thi i for the ining states
based on the square-footage-per-student figures reported by comparable states.

4, SeeUS. of Energy, 2002 Cs il Building Energy Consumption Survey (CBECSL Table
B1, US. Department of Energy (March 2015) http:h f2012/xls/
b.xlsx (accessed Feb, 1, 2016). More than half of all office buildings are 5,000 gross square feet or smaller.
U.5. Department of Energy, 2012 Commercial Building Energy Consumption Sunw (CBECS); Table B&. us:
Department of Energy (March 2015} http:
(accessed Fob. 1. 2016).

5 US Census of Governments, F-13 survey data, 1995-2012.

& B Lawm Berhl-y Nulional Laboratory, ’ann md Economic Impacts of &llldlnﬁ Ventilation” (20163
L fvent-summary.html Feb. 1. 2006}

7. Wyon, D, and Wargocki, P (2007). indoor effects on the of school work by
children. (1257-TRP) ASHRAE. See also Shendell, D. G., et al. (2004). Associations between classroom CO2
cancentrations and student attendance in Washington and idaho. indoor Al 14(5), 333-341; Allen, J.G.. et
al. (2015). Associations of cognitive function scores with carbon dicxide, ventilation, and volatile organic
compound exposures in affice workers: a study of green and ional office
environments. Emdron Health Perspect DOI: 10.1289/ehp 1510037

8. See 2ist Century School Fund, "Research on the Impact of School Facilities on Students and Teachers: A

of Studies. i Slnob 2000 20100 www,
pub/210_| 000-Rel df; Buckley, J. Sch
M., and Shang, Y. "The Effects of School Facility Quality on Teacher Retention in Urban School Districts,”
National Clearinghouse for Educational Facilities (February 2004).

9. Huller, R, and Lindsten, C. (1992). Health and behavior of children in classrooms with and without windows.

Journal of Environmental Psychology, 12, 305-317; Figueiro, M., and Rea, M. 5. (2010). Lack of shert-
wavelength light during the school day delays dim light onset (DLMO) in middle school students.
Neurcendecrinalogy Letters. 3101

10, Berg. F, Blair, ). and Benson, P (1996). Classroom acoustics: the problem, impact and solution. Language,
Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 27, 16-20; Crandell, C.. and Smalding, X (2000). Classroom
acoustics for children with normal hearing and with hearing Impairment. Language, Speech, and Hearing
Services in Sc«hool& 3W4) 362-370; Knecht, H. A, ot 8l. (2002). Bh‘wnd naise levels and reverberation
times in and Journal of n, 65-71;
Feth, L, and Whitelaw, G. (1999). Many classrocms have bad acoustics that inhibit learning. CDhmbus, Ohlo:
Ohic State: Sato, H. and Bradley, L 5. (2008). jon of for speech
in working elementary school classrooms, The Journal of the Acoustical Sociely of America, 123(4), 2064,
and Klatte, M., et al. (2010). Effects of an perf: and well-being in elementary
school children: a fleld study. Environment and Behavios 42(5), 659-692,
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. New York City of i #on, “Green Roof at Historic Bishop Loughlin Memorial
High School in Broaklyn Will Absort Nearly 450,000 Gallons of Stormwater Annually anﬂ Holb 1o Improve
the Health of the East River” (press release, Nov. B, 2013),

releases/ ¥Hcs Feb. 1, 2016},
12. See Sciarra, D.G. Bell, KL, and Kenyon, S, (2006). Safe and Adequate: Using Limal-on to Address
|ruumur K-12 School Facilities, Law Center http./) files/pdfs/
fe_and_Ad df Fab. 1, 2016).

13. Lhamen, C.E. Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights. DNI’ COMM I-ﬁlnr Rescurce Comparability,” U.5.
Department of Education (Oct. 1, 2004) hitped
Feb. 1, 2016).

14, See 215t Century School Fund. 'Grmﬂil and omnu— A Decade of US. Public School Construction,”
(Dctober 2006) nltp..&' pub/100_GandDReportFinal-
Updal B.pdf Fsb. 1, 2006},

15 Vincent, JM. and Jain, LS. "Going It Alone: Can Calil K-12 Schood Districts and
Fund School Facilities? Center for Cities and Schools, University of California, Berkeley (November 2015),
hittpc loads/Vincent__Jain_2015_Going_it_Alone_final pdf (accessed Jan.
13, 2016).

16, Sea Neilson, C., and Zimmerman, 5. “The Effect of School Conﬂ-—mlm onTnm soonu. Scheol Enrollm
and Home Prices,” Institute for the Study of Labor 200 hetpe
Jan. 13, 2016}

A snmnuﬂmmwm‘nmmtumm:answ Wmmmlmcm&mm
at the US. Green aulldlng Council (Dec. 3, 2015), httpdh twa-percent:

L] d Feb. 1, 2016).
18, See Council of the Great City Schoels, "Reversing the Cycle of Dclwlu-ahon in IM Nalion's Public School
(October 2004) e i/ DCO00MSR/C il

FacilitiesReport2014.pdf (accessed Feb, 1, 2016).

19. 215t Century School Fund calculation from National Center for Education Statistics enroliment data.

20. 21t Century School Fund calculation from LLS. Department of Education. National Center for Education

Tables 95 (1995) and 216.70 (2014).

21 Proprietary data licensed from Dodge Data & Analytics. This figure is consistent with survey data from
the Maticnal Center for Education Statistics, which found in 2012 that 59 percent of all "main instructional
buildings” were less than 15 years old. See U.5. Department of Education. Mational Center for Education

Digest of Table 11710 (2014).

22, U5 Department of Education, Maticnal Center for Fast Survey System
(FRSS). “Condition of Public School Facilities: 2012-13" FRSS 105, 2013 (Table 2170, prepared June 2014)

" P 14, /tablas/d4_21710, Fab, 1, 2006),

23. American Soclety of Heating, and Air-Condil Inc., for
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(NCES 2015-01), Introduction and Chapter 2 (2015).
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1L 2016},

26, 2%t Century School Fund calculation based on National Center for Education Statistics data.

27. See Leachman, M., et al. "Most States Have Cut School Funding, and Somemmemmm; Center for
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pdf (accessed Fab. 1, 2016).

28, 2ist Century School Fund calculation based on Mational Center for Education Statistics data.
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215t Century School Fund is a not-for-profit organization
founded in 1994 to build the public will and the public capacity
for medernized public school facilities. 21CSF is a well-respected
and relied-upon source of research, policy analysis and technical
assistance for communities, school districts and states on the
public engagement, policies and practices that support the
delivery of healthy, safe and educationally appropriate K-12
public schoaol facilities.

The National Council on School Facilities is the nonprofit
association of state K-12 public school facilities leaders.
Its mission is to support states in their varied roles and
respons ies for the delivery of safe, healthy, and educationally

ppropriate school facilities that are ble and fiscally
sound. NCSF in and and works
to the states’ tives and

ffective policy, practice, lation, finance, and

of school facilities. By ing state

through and the elimination of
the Council saves time and public resources.

efforts,

The Center for Green Schools at the U.S. Green Building Council's
mission is to ensure that every student has the opportunity to
attend a green school within this generation. The Center sits at
the intersection of buildings, curriculum and community and
‘works directly with i elected
officials and communities to transform all schools into healthy,
safe and efficient learning environments. High-performing
schools result in high-performing students, and green schools go
far beyond bricks and mortar. The Center advances opportunities
to educate a new generation of leaders who are sustainability
natives, capable of driving global market transformation. To learn

more please visit http:y L Org,
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BLUEGREEN
April 28, 2021
Representative Bobby Scott Representative Virginia Foxx
Chairman Ranking Member
Education & Labor Committee Education & Labor Committee
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
2328 Rayburn House Office Building 2462 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515 Woashington, D.C. 20515

Dear Chairman Scott and Ranking Member Foxx,

As a coalition of some of the nation's largest labor unions and environmental groups,
collectively representing millions of members and supporters, we write to express the
BlueGreen Alliance’s support for H.R. 604, Reopen and Rebuild America’s Schools Act of
2021 (RRASA).

The American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE)'s 2021 Report Card gives America’s
schools a "D+" grade, unchanged from the last report card four years ago. In the United
States, some 50 million K-12 students and é million faculty and staff occupy 100,000
public schools. These school buildings are estimated to have a cumulative $380 billion in
deferred maintenance costs. The condition of school facilities affects student attitudes,
health, and achievement, and can also affect staff morale and retention. As students,
staff and teachers transition back into schools following COVID-19, it is more important
than ever that schools are safe and healthy places for learning.

Many of these facilities have maintenance issues that seriously affect student
performance, and may have lasting, negative health impacts on their occupants. One
major issue with aging building stock is lead exposure from drinking water and paint. A
report issued by the U.S. Government Accountability Office in July of 2018 found that
43 percent of surveyed school districts had tested for lead in the prior two years, and 37
percent of those schools found elevated lead in their drinking water. Even very low
levels of lead exposure can cause damage to the brain and other organs, resulting in
developmental delays, 1Q loss, and behavioral issues.

Public schools are largely funded by property taxes, with major disparities between
schools in high and low income neighborhoods. For example, facilities in low income
areas are often the least efficient. Modernizing school facilities provides opportunities to
reduce energy costs and greenhouse gas emissions, and also improve the quality of
indoor learning enviro . The second-highest operating expenditure for schools is
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energy, with schools spending more than $8 billion on energy every year. Green schools,
which achieve the maximum level of water and energy efficiency and are built with the
health of occupants in mind, utilize an average of 33 percent less energy and 32 percent
less water, lowering utility costs of a typical green school by around $100,000 annually.
Therefore, not only will greening facilities impact achievement and attendance, it will
also dramatically lower energy costs, freeing up much needed money.

Clearly, there is a major opportunity to overhaul our school infrastructure. The Reopen
and Rebuild America’s Schools Act provides this opportunity with a $130 billion
investment to address critical infrastructure needs in schools. Recently, President Biden's
American Jobs Plan proposed reducing the grant program from $100 billion to $50
billion. It is imperative that Congress restores this funding to a full $100 billion in any
infrastructure package. Bonds are heavily reliant on local property values, putting low-
income areas are at a disadvantage in this funding stream. This $100 billion in grant
funding is absolutely necessary for the low-income schools that need it the most to
afford infrastructure repair.

Importantly, the Reopen and Rebuild America's Schools Act also includes a Buy America
provision in Section 305, which requires projects funded under H.R. 604 use American
iron, steel, and manufactured products. Additionally, Section 304 of the bill requires
educational agencies funded by the legislation use a percentage of the funding on "green
practices,” like ensuring LEED certification. These critical dements of RRASA ensure any
school infrastructure project covered under the bill follow crucial high-road standards.
BlueGreen Alliance research has found that with these standards, this legislation would
create upwards of 1.9 million jobs and put Americans back to work.

The state of America’s schools is dire, and we need a robust set of solutions to repair our
educational infrastructure, improve the health and safety of our students, strengthen our
communities, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and create quality, family-sustaining
jobs. The Reopen and Rebuild America’s Schools Act is a critical step in moving these
priorities forward. For these reasons, BlueGreen Alliance urges Congress to swiftly pass
this legislation.

Thank you for your consideration.

—F]

)

Jason Walsh
Executive Director BlueGreen Alliance
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Impacts of a Prekindergarten Program on Children’s Mathematics, Language,
Literacy, Executive Function, and Emotional Skills

Christina Weiland and Hirokazu Yoshikawa
Harvard Graduate School of Education

Publicly funded prekindergarten programs have achieved small-to-large impacts on children’s cognitive out-
comes. The current study exarnmed the impact uf a prwk:mlulgnrbm program that implemented a coaching

system and i i and

curricula on these and other nontargeted, essential

components of school md-ness, such as executive functioning. Participants included 2018 four and five-year-
old children, Findings indicated that the program had moderate-to-large impacts on children’s language, liter-
acy, numeracy and mathematics skills, and small impacts on children’s executive functioning and a measure
of emotion recognition. Some impacts were considerably larger for some subgroups. For urban public school
districts, results inform important pmglamlmhc decisions. For policy makers, results confirm that prekinder-

garten prog can improve

High-quality early childhood education equips chil-
dren with the cognitive skills required for success
in elementary school and beyond. Studies show
that intensive preschool interventions can be highly
cost effective and have positive impacts into adult-
hood (Campbell, Ramey, Pungello, Sparling, &
Miller-Johnson, 2002; Heckman, Moon, Pinto, Save-
lyev, & Yavitz, 2010; Reynolds, Temple, White, Ou,
& Robertson, 2011). From a developmental science
perspective, this makes much sense; children’s cog-
nitive skills are malleable at a young age, and thus
suppomns their early developmml builds a strong

for later tional and intellectual
success. Children with higher levels of early vocab-
ulary, reading, mathematics, and executive func-
tioning consistently have greater levels of academic
success in elementary and middle school (Duncan
et al., 2007; McClelland, Acock, & Morrison, 2006;
National Early Literacy Panel, 2008). While the

for children in meaningful, important ways,

evidence suggest similar links to later academic
outcomes for that domain (Entwisle, Alexander, &
Olson, 2005; Planta & Stuhlman, 2004).

Such findings have helped motivate the recent
expansion of state- and locally funded prekinder-
garten programs in lhe United Swns .As of 2010,
40 states  had i
programs, enrolling 27% of the nation’s J-yfar\-olds
(Barnett et al., 2010). Evaluations of these programs
with the strongest research design to date (regres-
sion discontinuity) have confirmed that children
enrolled in these programs have higher language,
literacy, and mathematics outcomes, on average, at
scale (Gormley, Gayer, Phillips, & Dawson, 2005;
Gormley, Phillips, & Gayer, 2008; Hustedt, Barnett,
Jung, & Goetze, 2009; Hustedt, Barnett, Jung, &
Thomas, 2007; Wong, Cook, Barnett, & Jung, 2008).
Findings on impacts of public prekindergarten on
d‘u]drens socioemotional  skills come from two

evidence is more mixed for
both developmental theory and some empirical

This study is funded by the Institute of Education Sciences.
Thanks to the Baston I\uhlarsdwmln.kﬂm"ndu. the BPS
Department of Early Childhood; participating coaches, principals,
teachers, and children; John Willets; Ni Murnane; Monde
Lesaux; John Papay; and members of the Harvard RD Methodol-
oy in Preki rten Studies Worki (particulary
Howard Bloom, Jens Ludwig. Doug Miller, Guido Tmbens, and
Thamas Lembeux), Special thanks 1o our rescarch assistants Kjer-
sti Ulvestad, Carla Schultz, Julia Hayden, Michae! Hurwite, Ha-
das Esdelman, Kam Sripada, Ellen Fink, Jubia Foodman, Deni
Peri, Caitlin Over, and John Goodson. e

this article Id be addressed to
Cheting, Wi, Harvard Gradonte Sshoo of Edvenion: 14
Applan Way, Room 704, Cambridge, MA 0213%. Electronic mail
may be sent to Christina_weiland@mail harvard edu.

perimental {and discontinu-

ny} studies and findings were mixed (Gormley,

I’hilhps, Newmark, Perper, & Adelstein, 2011;
Ruhm, & Waldfogel, 2007).

While overall these results are encouraging.
research suggests that many preschool programs
struggle to attain good instructional quality (Burchi-
nal, Kainz, & Cai, 2011; Peisner-Feinberg & Burchi-
nal, 1997). Accordingly, there have been many efforts
to increase preschool quality, including interventions
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The Evidence Bas:e on
Preschool Education
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Executive Summary

OF 's

Large-scale public preschool programs can have sub ial impacts on ch
early learning. Scientific evidence on the impacts of early childhood education has
progressed well beyond exclusive reliance on the Perry Preschool and Abecedarian
programs. A recent analysis integrating evaluations of 84 preschool programs luded
that, on average, children gain about a third of a year of additional learning across language,
reading, and math skills. At-scale preschool systems in Tulsa and Boston have produced
larger gains of between a half and a full year of additional learning in reading and math.
Benefits to children’s socio-emotional development and health have been documented in
programs that focus intensively on these areas.

Quality preschool education is a profitable investment. Rigorous efforts to estimate
whether the economic benefits of early childhood education cutweigh the costs of providing
these educational opportunities indicate that they are a wise financial investment. Available
benefit-cost estimates based on older, intensive interventions, such as the Perry Preschool
Program, as well as contemporary, large-scale public preschool programs, such as the
Chicago Child-Parent Centers and Tulsa’s preschool program, range from three to seven
dollars saved for every dollar spent.

The most important aspects of quality in preschool education are stimulating and
supportive interactions between teachers and children and effective use of curricula.
Children benefit most when teachers engage in stimulating interactions that support
learning and are emotionally supportive. Interactions that help children acquire new
knowledge and skills provide input to children, elicit verbal responses and reactions from
them, and foster engag in and enjoy of learning. Recent evaluations tell us that
effective use of curricula focused on such specific aspects of learning as language and
literacy, math, or socio-emotional development provide a substantial boost to children’s
learning. Guidelines about the number of children in a classroom, the ratio of teachers and
children, and staff qualifications help to increase the likelihood of—but do not assure—
supportive and stimulating interactions. Importantly, in existing large-scale studies, only a
minority of preschool programs are observed to provide excellent quality and levels of
instructional support are especially low.

Supporting s in their imp ion of instructional approaches through
coaching or mentoring can yield important benefits for children. Coaching or
mentoring that provides support to the teacher on how to implement content-rich and
engaging curricula shows sul ial promise in helping to assure that such instruction

is being provided. Such coaching or mentoring involves modeling positive instructional
approaches and providing feedback on the teacher’s implementation in a way that sets goals
but is also supportive. This can occur either directly in the classroom or though web-based
exchange of video clips.

h
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Poli¢
Institute

A public investment agenda
that delivers the goods for
American workers needs to be
long-lived, broad, and subject
to democratic oversight

Report « By Josh Bivens and Hunter Blair » December 8, 2016

Summary: A policy effort to boost public investment should include both “core”
Infrastructure investments such as building roads and "noncore” public investments, such
as improving early child care. Both provide high rates of return. Public finance is the most
accountable way of financing infrastructure. Tax credits dangled to entice private
financiers and developers provide no compelling efficiency gains and open up
possibilities for corruption and crony capitalism.

Economic Policy Institute - Washington, DC View this report at epl.org/117041
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Summary

A welcome theme in the 2016 presidential election was a
commitment to increasing public investment. Both

candidates in the Democratic primary put forward detailed

plans for such investments, and in the general election

contest, Donald Trump generally criticized Hillary Clinton's

five-year, $275 billion plan for infrastructure as too small,

Mow that the election is over, it is time to translate these
campaign promises into reality, and get serious about
correctly diagnosing and fixing America's chronic
underinvestment in the roads, bridges, educational

Institutions and other things that make up the public capital

stock. This policy brief makes a number of points that
should inform i of public plans
issued by President-elect Trump and Congress,

The economic case for
increased public investment,
including infrastructure
investment, is clear

& Public investment in the United States has lagged for

decades. And net federal investment has actually
been negative at times since the Great Recession, as

the leng-run downward trend was reinforced by sharp

reductions in discreti y federal

by the 2011 Budget Control Act (BCA). This federal
disi has been ified by state and local
decisi o cut back i i Infy ture
investment has predictably lagged with the broader
public investment drought.

* As public investment has lagged, productivity growth
has slowed markedly and private investment remains
weak. The most reliable way policymakers can
accelerate productivity growth is to step up public
investment.

& Productivity growth is needed (if not sufficient) if we

are going to raise typical workers” wages. Productivity

grawth is a measure of the additional income
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lagging productivity
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3. Public investment
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generated in an average hour of work in the economyy. Rising productivity provides
the potentiol for pay increases over time. Other policies are needed to ensure that
this potential transiates into reality, but productivity growth is a crucial element of
rising living standards,

* While public investment has clear long-term growth benefits, it can also provide a
near-term boost to an economy that still suffers from insufficient aggregate demand.
Despite some claims that the United States is near full employment, there is still
considerable productive slack (workers and capital sitting idle) in the economy that
could be taken up by a burst of public investment to boost aggregate demand.

There should be a broad public investment
portfolio

* A policy effort to boost public investment should Include a broad portfolio of
i "Core” ture building roads, bridges,
transportation systems, water and sewer systems, and utility facilities—provide high
rates of economic return. But 5o do many categories of nencore public investments,
such as improving early child care and childhood education and investing in
renewable energy and health care.

® Many of these noncore | particularly hi ices at
least as neglected as core infr . This is parti y true if one consi the
low pay in these sectors that i the devel of a fully pi lized and

motivated workforce.

* Human services investments would provide at feast as much as, or more of, a near-
term boost to economic activity and jobs than core infrastructure. Human services
Investments unambiguously create mere direct jobs per dollar invested. And while
core infrastructure investments create more spineff jobs (in firms that supply affected
industries and In companies supplying goods and services purchased by new wage
eamers), human services Iinvestments still generate more total jobs.

There is no need to reinvent the wheel: public
finance is the most transparent, efficient, and
accountable way of financing infrastructure

* We should be extremely wary of claims about free lunches that can be had by

providing a larger private role in Inifr [ Alarger private
role in financing infrastructure provides no efficlency gains, but opens up many

for crony cap and t quality of public |
across communities.
& A poorly constructed plan with no real will result in privat ctor

profiteering while radically blunting the amount of net new investment generated.

Economie Policy Institute



204

This will in turn severely restrict the near- and long-term potential benefits of a public
investment effort

Lagging public investment leads to
lagging productivity

As a share of the overall ¥, public i q iment spending on the
nation's physical and human capital stock—has lagged considerably relative to its
pre-1970s peaks. In the early 19905, a number of researchers, led by economist David
Aschauer (1989, 1990, 2000) a In public i as a key source of
the slowd, in everall productivity growth that plagued the U.S. economy after 1973,
Ancther wave of researchers criticized Aschauer's estimates of the effect of public
Investment on productivity growth, often on the simple grounds that they were "too large.”
Some also criticized the first round of public | hon
grounds,

But what really led to the abandonment of a push for more public investment was the
productivity rebound in the late 1990s. This productivity renaissance—which was led by
private-sector i in ien and communications technology (ICT)—seemed to
have solved the problem that more public investment was meant to address.

But productivity growth has slowed since 2005, and this deceleration should put public

I back front-and ter, As private | has lagged In the last 15 years
{even before the Great Recession), the most reliable palicy lever for boasting praductivity
growth is boosting public investment. Figure A shows public capital stock as a share of
patential gross domestic product (GDP), and productivity growth. The slowdawn in public
investment has led to a steady decline in the size of the public capital stock relative to the
overall economy.

Luckily, the most recent productivity slowd has ceincided with a ot of
research showing that d public | could provide substantial galns In
preductivity. The new research—notably Heintz (2010)—addresses the technical criticlsms
of the earller Aschaeur work yet still finds large effects. Bivens (2012a) reviews a range of
the empirical literature on public capital and productivity and finds strong evidence that
Increasing the growth rate of the American public capital stock would significantly boost
overall productivity growth.

Economie Policy Institute
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Faued More public capital is associated with faster productivity

growth
Public capital stock as a share of GDP and productivity growth, 1952-2015
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Public investment would address
“secular stagnation” (the chronic
shortfall of aggregate demand)

Besides boosting productivity in the longer term, increased public investment would also
strengthen the American labor market in the near term by boosting aggregate economic
demand.

. many have d that the U.S, y has been nearly at full employment
for essentially the past year, imp little short boost is possible from an i in
public investment that boosts demand.

There is no serious basis for this claim, and the complacency it breeds is dangerous. The
clearest sign that we are not near full is the ily subdued wage
growth, as shown in Figure B. Since the recovery from the Great Recession began, hourly
wage growth {nominal) has never come close to 3 percent. In a healthy economy without
slack demand, a reasonable pace of nominal wage growth is 3.5 percent to 4 percent.
Further, given that the share of income accruing to labor fell precipitously in the early
stages of the recavery and has yet to return to previous levels, a pericd of even faster
growth is needed to claw back some of this depressed labar share of income.?

Economie Policy Institute
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Foue®  Nominal wage growth has been far below target in the

recovery
year change in private-sector nominal average hourly eamings, 2007-2016
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Full employment could finally be secured in coming years with a serious near-term public
investment effort that was funded with debt. Moving to a higher public investment level in
the long term, funded by progressive revenue sources or debt, would also solve many
fears over “secular stagnation. In short, chronic weakness of aggregate demand argues
strongly for a greatly increased public investment effort.®

Public investment should be broadly
defined to include more than

.
infrastructure

Public investment can be roughly separated Into two broad areas. “Core” infrastructure
maostly refers to | and other facilittes, water and sewer lines, and,

sometimes, public utilities, One key reason why we have traditionally relied on the public
sector to provide infrastructure is that many projects camy enormous upfront costs, but the

costs of iding services to additi users are very small. This tends to lead
to "natural monopolies.” For example, once the New York City subway system was built,
there was no serious way that a private competitor could make money by constructing a
second subway system in New York City. Natural monopolies require accountable

Eeonomie Policy Institute
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and Given that sub public ight was always going to
be necessary, moving directly to public financing often made sense.

But this public role means that investments can be held hostage to political ideclogy. By
many measures, after decades of g pp to public spending, the United
States has an infrastructure investment deficit Given this deficit, a commitment to
restoring core infrastructure is most welcome, particularly since there is a lot of evidence
Indicating that a large increase in infrastructure spending would increase national
productivity.®

But other noncore forms of public investment also have the potential to provide large
benefits, both by boosting demand in the shert run as well as boosting productivity in the
long run.” Some of these nancore public in could include providing

for early child care and education, public health, and energy efficiency. The case for
Increasing noncore public investiments is every bit as strong as for infrastructure. In fact,
the rationale for noncore public investments may be even stronger in many cases because
itis often harder for private-sector actors to claim economic returns on noncore
Investments than to claim returns on core For ple, key
economy-wide benefits of high-quality p garten prog; include the reduced
likelihood that children in these programs encounter the criminal justice system when they
grew up. Not having a criminal record obviously provides direct benefits to this group,
while others benefit frem not being the potential victims of crime. In short, the public
benefits are even larger than the private benefits,

As an example of the large potential payoff of noncore public investments, consider
Investments In high-quality early childhood education. It is now clear that amything with the
potential to narrow school achievement gaps between low- and high-income children
could significantly boost national productivity. McKi (2009) that ¢

ling the ach gaps children of income groups would
boost national income by roughly $70 billion annually.

It is equally ciear that these achievement gaps are almast fully set before children begin
kindergarten. This argues strongly for the potentially significant economic payoffs of high-
quality child care and early childhood development. Yet this high-quality early child care
and development is blocked by both insufficient demand and supply. Tens of millions of
American families find the cost of such care to be nearly prohibitive and the supply of such
care lags in large part because working conditions in the industry are among the least
favorable of all industries while wages are among the lowest in the economy (Gould 2015).
An i national to prof ize the industry and help offset the costs
to American families would have a large payoft®

Similarly, by making it easler to balance work-family ¢ g
high-guality child care could boost labor force p ion and spur economic
growth,? And if investments in health care gave underserved communities better access to
care and improved their health, it could reduce lifetime health costs and add to quality of
life,"®

Economie Policy Institute
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All forms of public investment are
excellent near-term job-creation
strategies

The type of public investment most frequently invoked in debates cver fiscal stimulus is
core ture i For ture i in the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) were key to gaining support for enacting ARRA.

This is somewhat ironic. Core infrastructure does not provide any more near-term jobs.
than do more expansive forms of public investment such as Investments in human
services. All types of public investment have very high "bang-for-the-buck” as

of economic activity and jobs, compared with any other fiscal policy lever. Only transfer
P particularly targeted to low-i {for ple, Medicaid or
unemployment Insurance or food stamps) come close in this regard.”

Human services investments {such as child care and home health care) generate three
times as many direct jobs as core infrastructure spending. This direct job advantage
significantly erades, but remains, once indirect jobs are factored in. (These jobs include
“supplier jobs™ supported in supplier industries and related service sectors, and
“respending” jobs supported by wages in the new jobs created.). This is evident in Figure
€, which compares jobs supported by construction (the industry mostly closely associated
with core infrastructure spending) with jobs supported by various human services sectors.
Though not shown in the figure, construction jobs tend to have higher respending
multipliers compared with human services Jobs, due to the higher wages paid to
construction workers, One implication of this is that if investment in human services is
accompanied by measures to ensure higher wages in human services, it would increase
respending jobs enough to at least partly offset any decline In direct jobs caused by these
higher wages.

Similarky, while direct jobs supported by investments in human services employ greater
shares of women and African American warkers than direct jobs created by core
infrastructure investments, these differences shrink once the indirect and respending jobs
are considered. Tables 1 and 2 provide the number of jobs created by a $1 billion
investment in construction and in child care and the shares of those jobs held by workers
of different demographic and worker characteristics

As Table 1 shows, of the 34,228 jobs supported by each $1 billion in child care spending,
60.0 percent are held by child care workers themselves, These child care jobs skew
heavily towards women (who hold 94.5 percent of such jobs, versus 48.5 percent of all
Jobs economy-wide) and African American workers (177 percent of jobs, versus 10.9
percent economy-wide). These direct jobs are notably low wage, with 41.4 percent in the
lowest wage fifth, and mare than two-thirds (68.5 percent) in the bottom 40 percent of the
overall wage distribution.

Economie Policy Institute



209

Fgue©  Jobs supported by each $1 million in final demand, by sector and
type of job
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However, when supplier jobs and jobs supported by induced spending are included, the
share of total jobs accounted for by women shrinks from 94.5 percent to 73.7 percent, and
the share accounted for by African American workers shrinks from 177 percent to 14.7
percent.

Table 2 shows that of the 17,785 jobs supported by each $1 billion in construction
spending, only 37.5 percent are accounted for by construction workers themselves, with
supplier and induced jobs accounting for a much bigger share of the total. Alsa, while
direct construction jobs skew heavily male (90.5 percent) and Latino (277 percent, relative
to 15.8 percent economy-wide), they alse are more heavily unicnized (15.2 percent relative
to 107 percent economy-wide and to an even lower share in the private sector).” Further,
construction jobs are high-wage jobs: enly 101 percent are in the bottom wage fifth
economy-wide, and 70.2 percent of these jobs pay above the 40th percentile in the
overall wage distribution.

When supplier and induced jobs are considered, the total jobs supported skew
significantly less male, with the share held by men falling from 20.5 percent to 72.4
percent. They also skew less Lating, with this share falling from 27.7 percent to 212
percent.

Eeonomie Policy Institute
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Teble Jobs generated through $1 billion investment in child care sector, all and
by d .

graphic ck teristics of workers
Jotis gained Parcentage of jobs geined
Induced inducesd
Dirsct  Matarishs  Kinpst  (respanding]  Total Birnct  Materiah  Keput  frospending)  Totsl  Economy-wide.
Totols. 20,550 EArt] 1913 B892 3aes H00% am S6% nm W00.0%
Gender
Make 39 1810 Le42 saz7 ama S5%  S70W  BSEW S15% 263% S15%
Femaie Ba0 1364 m 4165 2520 45N a0% Hm 48.5% nm ABS%

NomHispamic  DEN 20 1288 569 nssr BLeN  BiEN  EEIN 6E7% (=t e
white

Non-Hisponic 3547 348 06 233 5034 L T s W 0o
‘biack

Hispanic 348 596 37 1362 5540 wWEN  WER 220 men 655 158%
Asion 635 %1 £ 480 1330 ar L1 3% s3n EL 53

finciuing

Focitic

Istander)

Other an 52 El "y =] 20m e T 7% 1% e

Age

lessthan2§  sor? 56 = 1254 6963 47N A an% e 204w e
years

25-54 wWET 23 el G 2200 CTL T00% 670 a0
SSysorsand 3308 443 268 1325 4340 NI WON MO% man o s
older

Union sotus

Covered e 69 e an 2093 EL) L 20 0w o wre
Notcoversd  TOEZY 2975 1666 7w 37136 PEEE 3TN s I 239% I
Edtueatien

Lias than 1498 387 wr &33 3034 pE s 65% a7 B ar

high seheed

Highschsol 5342 w08 ™ an 2305 605 ZREX 3T /I Taw /I
anly

Some callege 8400 893 496 2,560 2438 413 BT 259 198% 363% 298%
mh'w\ 4285 ™ am 1E¥S e w0 3 urm nan 0% nas
Advanced 934 ) L 2 2235 45% Bos S0 nos 65% no%
degres

Wage

quintiie

First flowest] 858 680 m 1762 nEo e N g 208% £ 205%
Second 5574 &35 304 1584 8238 M 0% BWO% LT 241 1
Third 3470 &7 4527 s 6263 L 0w 36% 00% s 200%
Fourth & 99 494 s 4588 o L men 00w nr 200%
Fifty 1059 642 a5Z ms 3308 SFR 0% 236N 0% nax 200%
ihighest)

Eeonomic Policy Institute

Eeonomie Policy Institute



Tk Jobs generated through $1 billion investment in construction sector, all

211

and by demographic characteristics of workers
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The single most important finding of any public investment jobs analysis is that alf forms of
public investment have extraordinarily high bang-for-the-buck as job-generators compared
with other forms of fiscal policy.'® And all forms of public investment would generate large
lang: ic benefits, Addit Iy, & mix of “core” infrastructure spending and
noncore investments, particularly in human services sectors, would provide Jobs for a very
wide range of workers. Finally, when assessing which groups are disproportionately
benefiting from such i itis crucial to consider not only the direct jobs created
but the total jobs created,

The financing mechanisms of
infrastructure can radically change its
benefits

It is crucial to note that the gains highlighted above assume that a policy change actually
manages to produce net new twre i This should be a

igl a i federal, state, and local—have been financing
Infrastructure for decades, and it works. But the plans that President-elect Trump has
Issued so far are odd enough, along many dimensions, to cast doubt on any assurances of
substantial net new investment. In fact, unless further dlarifications and safeguards are
included with these plans, they may lead to no net new investment at all, even as
hundreds of billions of taxpayer dollars are spent.

In coming days, Trump’s plan will invariably be described as a simple public-private
partnership or P3. P3s are standard models for financing infrastructure that could in theory
have little downside compared with direct public provision. However, the real-world record
of P35 is much spottier™

Even more conceming than the downside of real-world P3s is the fact that the Trump plan
is not even a P3. It is instead, at least in its embryonic form, simply a way to transfer money
to developers with no guorantee ot all that net new investments are made.

To see why, it Is important to know what a textbook P3 would look like and what are the

mest common rationales for using them. P3s are long-term contracts b g
and private companies to provide and finance tre, They sit
standard public provision and full privati of ture, Say that a state or local

government wants an additional road connecting two towns, but is constrained for some
reason (usually by simple anti-tax politics) from raising the money itself to publicly finance
the praject. A crucial part of this process Is that the democratically elected and
accountable government ensures that the project is in the public interest. Having done
this, the govemment can then negotiate with private financiers and developers to get the
project built.

Sometimes, investors get tax breaks for purchasing bonds issued by the developer to
finance the project. The developers receive a revenue stream of some kind in exchange
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for their investment, and this revenue can be used to pay back debt- and equity-holders in
the praject. Often this is an explicit user fee, such as a toll for using a road. P3s based on
explicit user fees are clearly not going to facil i
communities that are unable to provide profitable revenue streams. In theory, this could be
addressed with clever “shadow user fees,” such as minimum revenue streams guaranteed

by the public pariner. But such raise new q of
corruption, For example, who makes sure that these minimum revenue streams are fair
and only pay for the value of the ', 85 op d to just g pure

glveaways to private profiteers?

Supporters of P3s allege that they add profit incentives to suppaort infrastructure provision.
Theoretically, this profit motive could filter out so-called “bridges to nowhere” that
paliticians approve to get votes or curry favor, because a private partner will actually want
an economic return on i In & well P32 in which il ture

face some competition, the private partner is also expected to weigh the long-term costs
of deferring maintenance, specifically the loss of users and their fees if the quality of the
infrastructure deteriorates quickly. This could lead to better maintenance and repair,
particularly if political incentives reward breaking ground on new projects {ribbon-cutting
¢ ies) over the il work of mai e and repair on existing assets.
And to the extent that there is competition, it could lead to more efficient pricing as users
pay the costs of infrastructure (though, as always, simple efficiency should not be the sole
criteria of policymakers).

As noted before, . much i ture provision is d by
economies of scale that lead to natural monopelies. So, even “private” operators in P3s
will likely have to be tightly managed and regulated, and the hand-waving benefits of
“eompetition” are unlikely to appear ( paly is, by definition, absence of petition).
In short, even textbook P3s are not some shortcut around the need for government to be
effective and well-run.

And In the real world, there are many ways that P3s can go badly. For example, some P3s
have included noncompete clauses that protect the private partner's investment. These
clauses can hamstring the ability of the public sector to bulld further Infrastructure in the
public interest. For instance, there may be much more traffic than was anticipated when a
P3 was used to build a toll road. The public partner might then wish to build more freeway
lanes to help alleviate the new traffic, but the private partner could sue to protect those
unexpectedly high profits on its toll read. This is not an academic concem—exactly this
happened with the P3 that provided California’s State Route 91 Express Lanes."®

Or the private partner may ramp up prices (user fees) of reduce the service quality to cut
costs and maximize profits. Since so much inf has the ch ofa |
customers are not free to just switch to other providers. Anocther issue with real-world P3s
Is iation. Private have Ives to engage In opportunistic

lation. Such ol reverse all of the benefits of ever engaging the private
sector In provision and g. Take, for ple, the case where a P3 toll
road ks built, but traffic is lighter than forecast, so revenue disappoints. The private
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p might try to gotiate higher tolls or even minimum revenue guarantees from a
public partner.
The international evidence on P3s suggests that q is a major problem.’®

Private pariners tend to initiate a renegotiation fairly quickly, and they tend 1o get balled
out when they run into financial problems. Most of the time, these bailouts occur due to
the poor performance of the private sector in forecasting the revenue stream of say, a toll.
In short, the use of P3s to make Infrastructure investments without the whole endeaver
turning into crony capitalism depends heavily on strong regulation and the willingness to
not renegotiate and bail out the private partner when it fails.

Frankly, this would raise alarm bells about the incoming Trump infrastructure plan even if it
was a simple P3. But the Trump infrastructure plan is not just a simple P3. Instead, the
details released so far indicate only that it is a plan to give tax credits to private financiers
and developers, period. Specifically, Trump's plan is to provide a tax credit equal to 82
percent of the equity amount that commit to fi i i The lack of
further details and clarification is daunting and raises all sorts of questions.

Who decides which projects need to be built? How will the Trump administration provide
€ ities with needed ture that are unlikely to be profitable for
private providers (for d-free water pipes in Flint, Michigan)? Are investors in
already existing P3s eligible for the credit, or is it restricted to new investment? If private
Investors in already existing P3 arrangements are eligible, how do we ensure these (not
cheap) tax credits actually induce net new investments rather than just transferring
taxpayer largesse to operators of already existing projects? If we assume tax credits will
be icted (on paper, anyh to just new | how do we know the money ks
not just providing a windfall to already-planned projects rather than inducing a net
Increase in how much infrastructure investment occurs?

To be fair, even well-p! i ture initiati ch as the aid to state and local

g for ture in the American Reinvestment and Recovery
Act (ARRA}—can theoretically simply crowd out already-planned investment instead of
creating net new investment on a dollar-for-dollar basis,” But a tax credit for private-sector
provision introduces an additional complication. Instead of getting net new investment,
states and localities may just change how they will finance the infrastructure investment
they have already planned.

Trump's plan frames the infrastructure problem as a lack of innovative financing options.
This Is The problem is that p don't want to ask taxpayers to pay for
valued infrastructure.

But, even in P3s, these taxpayers do pay. They just pay "user fees” or “tolls™ to private
entities rather than “taxes” to government. Thinking that the former is clearly superior is
pure ideclogy. After all, nothing in theory really stops governments from financing
infrastructure directly and paying for it with their own tolls and user fees. In fact this
happens all the time. But too often it is simply assumed that bringing in the private sector
is always and everywhere more efficient and innovative. This is false. And this ideology-
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Endnotes

1. We use potential GDP as the denominator to keep steep econamic downtums (such as the Great
Recession) from boosting our measure of public capital stock: The capital stock is the result of
years of public i and hence provides an excellént measure of the payoff of
public investment efforts.

2. The share of corporate income received by workers in the form of wages and benefits fell sharphy
during the recovery from the Great Recession and is at its lowest point in decades. signaling that
workers have not regained the bargaining power necessary to secure wage increases. See EPf's
nominal wage tracker hitpuif U ge-iracker for data on both nominal wage
growth as well as data on the shift frem labor compensation to corporate profits. See Bivens (2015)
for the argument on why a healthy nominal wage target for today’s American economy should be
something ke 3.5 percent to 4.5 percent for the next couple of years.

‘3. The biggest difference between public investment as near-term boost versus public investment as
@ long-term growth strategy is how it is funded; see Bivens (2014) on this point, The short-term
stimulus benefits of public investments are maximized if they are funded with debt. They are
almost totally nectralized if they are funded by cuts to other gevemment spending, including
transfer programs. The stimulus benefits are attenuated, but still present, if funded with broad-
based taxes. Finally, funding public investment with progressive revenue sources would still
dediver considerable stimulus benefits [roughly two-thirds as much as financing with debt),

4. See Summers [2016) on the case for worrying about secular stagnation, and why a higher level of
Infrastructure investment wouid be a well-targeted response 1o such worries.

5. The American Seciety of Civil (ASCE), ly not group,
releases an annual repert on the nation's infrastructure shortfall, which can be found at;
org'

6. See Bivens (2012a) for evidence on the estimated high rates of return for core infrastructure
investments.

7. See Bivens (2012b) for an the high returns of i noncore
public investments.

8. See Whitebook et al. (2001) on why higher compensation is needed to boost quality in the child
care sector,

9, See Bivens et al. (2016) for estimates of how one model child care policy (capping families’
expenditures on child care at 10 percent of family income) could boast participation of women in
the labor force,

10, Sew Hoynes, Schanzenbach, and Almond (2014) on the long-run health benefits of childrans'
exposure 1o nutriticnal assistance. See Brown, Kowalski, and Lurie (2015) on the potential
returns to chi to health i

1. See Bivens (201 on the agreement amang both public and private farecasters on the relative
efficiency of different forms of fiscal stimulus.

12, Ghven well-k in disaggregating the ¢ sector into WEFSUS
commercial construction, it is possible that commercial construction (which would be the
subsector boosted by infrastructure investments) might employ lower shares of Latino workers.
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than either the residential or the overall sectors. Residential construction accounts for roughly half
of the total sector, so a large everrepresentation of Hispanic workers in that subsector could drive
up their share in the overall seéctor, leading to overstatements of how many Hispanic workers
would be supported by an increase in infrastructure investment. Bivens (20M4) tried 1o account for
this possible bias, but found litthe evidence that it was large enough to detect. Conversely, Bivens
{2014) did find that the share of unionized workers is much higher (high encugh to deteet} in the:
commercial sector, 5o the share of jobs supp by @ that are i is certainly
larger than Table 2 indicates.

13. Recent i of the A R y and R Act [ARRA} find
powerful job- i ing from its i in both core i {see
Wilsan [2012)) and noncare public investments (see Chodorow-Reich et al, (2015).

14, See Blunt (2016) for an example of a P3 gone wrong,

15, See Engel, Fischer, and Galetovic (2014) fer details on this project and other instances of P3s
going badky.

18. See Engel, Fischer, and Galetovic (2014) on this international evidence.

17. For the record, research shows the ARRA investments worked very well, with substantial net new
investment created. On this, see Leduc and Wilson [2015).
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Untangling the Evidence on
Preschool Effectiveness:
Insights for Policymakers

Introduction

Differences in how children develop are substantially linked to their learning

productive k
and the repart on which it is based present
the most rigorous evidence on the effects
of preschool and clarify how the findings
from Tennessee and Head Start relate to the
: wu-l g o .-' -u.l .- kY

quality p

T . Beetontiol oot

learning gains i pa childr

who do not experience veol and can
have lasting impacts far into children’s later
years of school and life. Therefore, the issue

Far the full report on which this brief is
!.m-i

i As early as 8 months of age, the differential experiences of

children growing up in low-i hy hiolds and children from more
affluent homes are associated, on average, with a gap in their cognitive
development. The develop | gaps i to grow all the way through

preschool, elementary, and secondary school unless other leaming
opportunities intervene.!

Evid from early | ing prog in the 1960s and "70s demonstrated
benefits for children (see Table 1). Those who attended these

high-quality programs, the Abecedarian Project, Chicago Child-Parent
Centers, and the Perry Preschool Project, were more ready for school and
less likely to be identified as having special needs or to be held back in

] y school than children who didn't attend. When those children
Erew up, they graduated high school and attended college at higher rates,
and they were less likely to become teenage parents, commit crimes, or
depend on welfare. Inspired by this evidence and long-term social returns on
investment as high as $17 for every $1 spent,” many states have invested

p vid p in progr to provide i pp ities that imp
effectiveness. children’s outcomes.
Acknowledgments A large body of on Y P progr finds similar
The fil repoet benefited from the insights for 's school and later b .
d b o L b it of two progr '3 y Pre-K program and
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the Center for Research on Children in the
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the Office for Policy and Communications of
the Society for Researeh in Child Development
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Head Start—found mixed results, leaving policymakers and the public
confused about how to interpret the findings and what to do to ensure
productive investments.

This brief and the report on which it is based present the most rigorous

Funding for this brief and the full report on
which it is based was provided by the Heising-
Simons Foundation, along with the general

% from the Ford Foundati
the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation,
and the Sandler Foundation.

on the effects of preschool and find that well-
hool support early |
gains and can have lasting impacts throughout school. We also explain
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Table 1
Early Evaluations of Preschool Programs Document Benefits Throughout Adolescence
and Adulthood

* Better tests of and I

Better and
Fewer retentions in grade
+ Fewer special education placements.

tests
Abecedarian * More years of total education
Project 5 * Higher college attendance rates

= More years of total education

« Higher rate of high school completion and lower rates of dropout
= More years of total education
18-21 = Lower incidence of juvenile amest
+ Fewer special education placements
Child-Parent + Fewer retentions in grade
Centers *+ Less likely o experience child maltreatment.

+ Higher rates of high school completion

+ More years of total education

* Higher rates of college attendance

* Lower rates of incarceration and convictions.

* Higher rates of enrollment in health insurance
symptoms

23-24

* Lower rates of depressive
35 * Higher rates of postsecondary degree completion

30 * Four times more likely to have completed 8 B.A. or higher
+ More likely to havie been consistently employed
+ Better rates of and risk for heart disease)
* Better reading and
*+ Fewer retentions in grade
14-15 « Less likely 1o in special Tewer
it Aacars i

= Higher average high school GFA

= Fewer years spent in special education during school
19 = Higher rates of high school graduation

* More likely to be emplayed

*+ More likely to be economically seif-sufficient

= Less likely to be amested for a minor offense

Sl + More likely to be employed
P 0o *+ Higher rate of high school graduation
roject 5 + Higher average educational attainment

+ Higher average monthly eamings
= More lkely to own their own home
+ Lower number of adult and ifetime arrests

= More likely 10 be employed
40 = Higher annual median eamings
+ Less likely to be armested

Mate: This tabie reports significant pesitiee outcomes only, Outcomes tested and found to be non-significant ane not included.
Source: See Appendix D in the full report for a list of sources.
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how the findings from Tennessee and Head Start inform our overall conclusion that preschool ks an effective
intervention. We further find that the quality of a preschool program matters for its outcomes and that the
memodasmdymesto D hildren in a program to others outside the program shapes the interp

of the findings. When children who attend a specific preschool program are I to those who did
not attend preschool at all—as opposed to those who attended the same or another program—the benefits of
preschool are clear,

The evidence supports moving beyond the of whether p | “works” and ing instead on the
more pressing question of how to design and implement programs that ensure public preschool investments
consistently deliver on their promise.

Our Review
We reviewed studies that used strong desigr i or those with well-
groups) to the of 21 public preschool programs at school entry
and bayund For the studies of the impact of on 's school readi which has been
hed, we were ly selective~including only with the strongest research

desi| peri and strong quasi-experi ). There are far fewer studies that follow preschool
partlcipam.s Into the early elementary grades and beyond. For this timeframe, we included a wider range of

igns but maintained a high bar for the strength of each evaluation. Table 2 on page 11 lists the

evaluations included in our review.

&t hntps: pe i it for & list of sources and &
discussion of the mathodology.
The Evidence
Most of preschoal ine whether p ively prep i for school.
These studies clearly show that children who attend | hool progr are better prep for school
than children who do not. Among the programs included in our review, found clear benefits for
participating children’s early literacy skills in 17 out of 18 where such skills were evaluated (see Figure 1).
Likewise, found for s early skills in 14 out of the 16 programs where

these skills were assessed. The few findings of “no difference” generaily showed positive influences, though not
large enough to be considered statistically significant, usually because of small sample sizes.”

Fewer studies ined s social jonal skills and Ive function at school entry by measuring

outcomes such as self-control and attentiveness. Of the studies that looked at these outcomes, four out of

six found benefits for at least one measure, including emotion recognition and teacher reports of student

engagement and behavior. In one of the “no difference” studies, the evaluators of the program suggested that
ifficulty in g these skills across different grade levels and teachers may explain the lack

of significant findings.*
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Figure 1
Impacts of Preschool at School Entry
Each box a ofa program.
Participants had better outcomes Ho difference between
than Broup child, children. than comparisan groug children,
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y different domains. ot

the full report.

The evidence examining whether the effects of preschool persist as children progress through school alse

paints a largely positive, though s hat less i picture (see Figure 2). Some studies found enduring

effects, underscoring that long-lasting benefits are possible, Others, however, found few differences between
hildren ina p preschool program and chil to whom they were compared in later grades,

As we describe later in this brief, there are often challenges in ga parison group over time that.

allows for clear interp ion of trends. Nonethel of the studies in our review that measure children’s literacy

beyond school entry, about half found significant benefits of for chil reading p ce in

elementary school—in several cases persisting up to 5th grade—and the other half found little difference between

the children who attended the specific hool program and other children who in the

Eroup throughout school.

Study methods can make a difference in results. For example, two evaluations of the same program—North
Carolina Pre-K—had very different findings. One study found no effect on children’s literacy skills at the end of
kindergarten,’ and the other found benefits for S per on dardized reading tests in 3rd
through 5th grade.® The two studies had very different designs and measured literacy skills using different
tests. They also used different comparison groups. The differences in findings are likely due to these differences
in research methods and timing.

Of the 13 studies that i 's math. i rfi hroughout scheol, 10 document
significant benefits, including some that persist well into middie school. One other study found a positive
influence, though not large enough to be considered significant. Two of the studies, however, found that
preschool participants performed less well than the children to whom they were compared on at least one
measure of mathematics skills in the early elementary grades. These evaluations of Head Start and the

y Pre-K program are di in depth later in this brief, In both cases, we discuss
concems with the study design and Egroup i in later grades. We also discuss how issues
related to both program and later elementary school quality can affect the interpretation of these results.
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Finally, some preschool evaluations also ine imp on grade ion and special education
placements. Among the studies that ined special ed ion pi most (4 out of 7) found

in special ed ion p in y school for participating children, and two found
no effect. The other study—of Tennessee Voluntary Pre-K—found that children who partici i in presct

were significantly more likely to be placed in special education when they entered elementary school.” In that
case, involvement with the public school system at an earlier age likely led to earlier identification of underlying
developmental delays.

Of the studies that measured grade retention, most (6 out of 10) found a reduction for parti ing children in
being held back in grade. Two evaluations of Tulsa’s early | | ion progr did not find evidence
of a difference b f hool partici and those in the comparison group. Both studies found fairly low
rates of grade retention for all children, and in both cases, the evaluators suggested that many of the children
to whom par were d ded other high-quality preschool programs, meaning both groups
may have benefited equally from their early learning experiences.

Lower rates of grade retention and special I come with i and cost
savings for school systems and society. School districts spend an average of $13,119 per child each year,®

a cost that is doubled wh a student is retained in grade. achild in grade also increases the
likelinood of future ding the jated costs.” Furth the annual cost of providing
special education services can be more than twice that of a general education program, and early identification
of special needs—and education that addresses them early on—can reduce the number of years that special
services are needed, further reducing the overall costs to schools and society.

Figure 2
Impacts of Preschool Throughout School
Each box a ofa hool program.
Participants had betier oucomes i betw had ‘
than roup chiidren, than compadisan groug chikiren,
v [| A E
woerrcs [ I HANNEREE BB
Grade Retention llllll
Special Education Placements I I l I I

the full repoet.
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Research Design Can Have Substantial Implications for Study Findings

D ga hool 's effectl i to hildren who attend that
hool program to similar children who do not, so that any diffi can be attributed to the prog)

Early studies of early childhood education compared children who ded preschool to those who had no

formal early learning experi b p hool was not widely available.

In most porary studies p hildren in a specific preschool with children who have

a different early learning experience that may be in an equally high-quality pneschooL In a case such as
this, the findings of “no difference” mean that the children in the p program of interest do about
as well as children who attended other preschool programs. Preschool may still have a positive effect, as
both sets of children may be performing better than they would have without preschool and better than
children who did not attend preschool at all. The only way to test the question of whether preschool matters
is by for children who did attend the preschool program under study and those who
attended no preschool at all.

Researchers typncaily strive to ensure simi of chil being comp: and they may account for the
early p of chi who do not attend the program under study. Their success in creating
comparable groups—and in making the appropriate comparisons within them—has important implications
for the strength of their ions. | not all studies are able to accomplish this goal.

are able to choose which children can attend a program. Essentially,
whether a child is able to enroll is determined by the flip of a coin. Those who do not attend become part of
the group. using this h have been particularly influential in the preschool
debate b the children being compared should be quite similar if the selection is truly random and the
sample size is large enough. M. ile, their early i peri itisp d, should be quite

different. However, in practice, when a child is not chosen for the program being evaluated, her parents
are often likely to enroll her in another preschool program. And, for many reasons, children chosen for the
uompanson group may drop out of the study, often making the groups no longer comparable. Both of these

can infl the s findings and weaken the strength of its conclusions.
Whether—and h for the early of children in the
group also matters to the interpretation of findings. Studies that for the early g

of children in the comparison group can answer two questions: (1) What are the benefits of the preschool
program for all eligible children, including those with the means and motivations to access high-guality
alternatives? and (2) What are the benefits of the program for those children who live in homes or

communities that lack those alt ives? These are critically imp g ions to be able to answer
in early childhood h, as diff 285 in the exp of parison groups often account for
different findings.
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The implications of research design are clear in the case of one famous Head Start study. The study
particip ‘who had ded Head Start, were compared to children who had either also attended Head

Start, had ded another preschool progr or had ded no p | progr Thus, the results
were difficult to interpret and, in fact, showed little difference between the groups. As described in the box that
follows, when Head Start partici were compared to children who did not attend any preschool program,

the positive benefits of Head Start were obvious.

Do Head Start Gains “Fade Out"?

Head Startis a P ] onwi for 3- and 4-year-old children in families with low
incomes. Over the 50-year existence of Head Start, ions have found benefits for child
who participate compared to similar children who did not attend.”® However, in 2012, the Head Start Impact
Study found that early benefits of the program were unds ble by 1st grade: that is, the Head Start
participants were not performing noticeably better than children in the p group." The findings left

policymakers with a lingering question: Do Head Start gains disappear?

The answer is: not necessarily. There are many ible exy for these findi For ple. many
of the children who were not admitted to Head Start by random assignment (and were not considered Head
Start participants by evaluators) still ded preschool—and many of them ded other Head Start
programs. As a result, in part, the study pared Head Start particip 1o other Head Start participants,
masking the true effects of the program.' A recent re-analysis compared Head Start partici who
would have stayed home if the evaluation had not allowed them to attend Head Start to children who did
stay home when they didn’t have access to Head Start. The study found large positive impacts on children’s
vocabulary in 1st grade for Head Start participants.’ This evidence suggests that the benefits of Head Start
may be larger and longer lasting for children without access to al ive care

Several other evaluations of Head Start also showed benefits for longer term outcomes, such as grade
graduation rates, and i in adolescence and adulthood, despite finding
similar “fade-out” on short-term outcomes like test scores.' Collectively, the evidence suggests that Head
Start effectively prepares young children for school and that the relative size of the persistent benefits is
more substantial when Head Start are p to chil who were unable to attend preschool.

Furthermore, evidence suggests that policymakers should look beyond the Head Start years to the quality

of el y ed ion to und d why the effects appear more or less lasting, A 2017 analysis found
compelling evid of the relationship b later school quality and the apparent impact of Head Start
on child 5 The study comp the adult of children who were diff ially exposed

to increases in Head Start spending and public k-12 school spending. and it found that for children from
low-income families, the longer term benefits of Head Start spending were larger when followed by access

to better funded schools. Likewise, the i ink-12 ing were more when children were
exposed to greater early chi ding. This suggests that investments in elementary school
may be critical to ining gains from preschool.
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R h indi that ful programs incorporate common elements of preschool quality, such as well-
qualified a develop ly appropri i and ads learning time.'* Most or all of these
elements are present in the progr that the gest and most i imp on children.'

In studies of the longer term effects of preschool prog the imp: of quality hing in early Yy
grades also should not be discounted. In addition to findings that i in el y schools infl
the igth of ongoing preschool effects, ™ hers have found that the level of challenge provided by
kindergarten teachers matters for later A nati study of ki ten instruction found that many
provide ly uniform instruction that covers basic skills, even when alumni of 8
preschool program have likely already mastered these skills."® It also found that too much time spent on this basic
content ing gains, more time spent on more advanced content is positively associated
with student learning. If kindergarten does not build on what children have learned in preschool and allow them to
explore new ideas, -hool dees may b disengaged and gr lose ground relative to their peers.

Considerations of program quality as well as the nature of the ison group in the study have
been raised as that may forits ings, as ibed in the box below.

Does Tennessee's Evaluation Prove That Preschool Doesn't Work?

s y Pre-K began as a success story: Initial results showed the program
h 's school in literacy, and math ics. H a follow-up
evaluation appears to show no diff b par and hildren on

language development by 1st grade, and found that children in the study’s comparison group actually
surpassed program alumni on mathematics and reading skills by 2nd grade.™

These results Iy inpartb of the study’s design, which allowed the
to ly choose chi either to attend the program or not. However, many of the children
who were not chosen to participate in the program dropped out of the study at the start, and only one third
of the remaining children agreed to additional developmental assessments in 3rd grade.” These were
children whose parents returned a set of permission forms, calling the ility of the
hildren to program alums into

A more recent follow-up ion of the 'y Pre-K 3rd grade state
achievement test scores and was able to include a broader group of comparison children.™ This study, like
its predecessor, found that children in the study's comparison group scored higher than program alumni

on both reading and mathematics tests in 3rd grade. Do these findings mean that the Tennessee Voluntary
Pre-K program—or that preschool as an intervention—doesn't work?

Not necessarily. There are a few other possi ions. First, issues may
to the study’s findi For in the T ion, the group of children to whom

were pared was more d than program alumni in nearly every way reported
by the prog * These were older, more likely to be White, less likely to be Black or
Hispanic, and more likely to be native English speakers. Although these differences were not large enough
to be istically signifi it is possible that the impact of these advantages influenced the

study’s overall findings.
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Further, it is possible that the more ad ged group of children to whom participants were compared

went to better resourced elementary schools. Recent h has d d the impact of el ¥
school i on the je and persi of the imp of early childhood progr |
participant children attended more poorly lower quality y schiools, their kindergarten

teachers may have been ill equipped to support the development of children who varied substantially in the
knowledge and skills they brought into the classroom.

In addition, the did not for the early | ing experi of children who did not attend
the program, some of whom attended other preschools.” Without direct comparisons of participants to
children who did and did not attend other preschool programs, the results are difficult to interpret. It is
impossible to know from the analysis whether the effects of the program were different for children without
access to alternative early learning experiences, as was the case with Head Start.

Motably, earlier reports out of Tennessee foreshadowed this trend of initial gains for preschool participants
followed by convergence or, in some cases, lower scores for program at in y school.
Therefore, the quality of Te 's which suggests may have been meaningfully
different from that flecti is likely the more compelling explanation for these
findings.* The evaluation's findings clearly that p participants saw immediate benefit
from program participation; h itis Ible that the quality of early instruction children received in
their preschool year did not instill the type of deep unds ding of math ical and literacy P

that would set the foundation for continued growth,

This explanation is supported by an evaluation of the quality of a sample of Tennessee Voluntary Pre-K
classrooms. The study found substantial variation in observed teacherchild interaction quality, with some
classrooms scoring quite high and others extremely low.” In the low-quality classrooms, teachers spent
only a little more than half of their time engaged in learning activities, which may reflect poor classroom
management or difficulties embedding leaming into everyday routines and play. Further, critical elements

of quality were completely missing from the prog For observed that teachers

recelved little support for professional toi i ion. The evid suggests the

quality of Tennessee's program may have been meaningfully different from programs that demonstrate
flecti In a recent of ide program quality, T 'S Prog met only 5 of the

10 new quality benchmarks set forth by the Nati Insti for Early ion R (NIEER),

Given these considerations, it seems that the results of the Te program warrant further

i igation to und: d their ing, both in T and in relation to preschool more broadly,

Note: See the full report for & list of sources,
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Conclusion

The weight of a sizable body of evi indi that p progr make a in
preparing children for school.*® The evidence about continued effects beyond school entry is also positive, but
less consistent. Sorting out these gs an ion of the way that different studies construct

ison groups- hildren in those groups are truly comparable to the children who attended the
preschool program under study and whether they th ttended a different

In order to g i early i p need to be rich and engaging.”
Implementing a high-quality p li—offering and support that attract and retain
a highly qualified a program day that provi p ] ing time and activities; and
child used to individual i and often ive.* Finally, although hool
quality is important, even the highest quality preschool cannot | I hildren from the detri | effects
of poverty or poor el tary and dary schools. Sustained benefits likely require i s in child
and their families that are also sustained from preschool through grade school and beyond.

Preschool Pays for Itself

Preschool programs are often held up as savvy investments, in large part due to economic analyses
signaling large returns on investment. Estimates of returns on investment in preschool range from
the modest—$2 for every $1 invested when examined just a few years after preschool™—to the
substantial—$17 for every $1 invested when tracked through adulthood.®

What explains this variability? The timing of cost-benefit analyses and the outcomes that evaluators
measure directly affect the size of an estimated return. The largest returns have been observed among
high-intensi that have d d long-term benefits such as lower rates of incarceration and
higher earnings well into adulthood. More modest returns from contemporary programs, on the other hand,
are usually based on short-term benefits such as in special ed ion ph and grade
retention in elementary and middle school.™ These can be expected to predict longer term benefits as
children grow into adulthood and are more likely to grad and gain product 1pls

Importantly, however, no cost-benefit analysis of a preschool program has ever found zero return, and any
return that exceeds $1 for every $1 spent means the program more than pays for itself.
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Table 2
Programs and Studies of Outcomes Included in This Analysis
Timing of Evaluation;
School Entry Throughout School *
Arkansas Better Chance Program Husted, Barnett, Jung. & Thomas (2007) Jung. Barnett, Husted, & Francis (2013)
Boston Public Schools K1 Weiland & Yoshikawa (2013)
Mariship, Holod, Quick, Ogut, Mariship, Holod, Quick, Ogut,

Brodziak de los Reyes, et al. (2017) Brodziak de los Reyes, et al. (2017)
Connecticut School Readiness Program The Connecticut Acadenty of

Science and Engineering (2018)

Florida Pre-Kindergarten Early Intervention Figlio & Rath (2009)

Florida Voluntary Pre-K Miller & Bassok (in press)

Georgla's Pre-K Program Peisner-Feinberg, Schaaf, LaForett. Cascio & Schanzenbach (2013
Hildebwant, & Sideris (2014)

Head Start U5, Department of Health and U.5. Department of Health and
Human Services (2010} Human Services (2012); LS.

Department of Health and Human
Services (2010k Deming (2009}

Michigan Great Start Readiness Program  Wong. Cook, Bamnett, & Jung (2008)*

New Jersey Abbott Preschool Program Frede, Jung, Bamett, Lamy, Barnett, Jung, Youn, & Frede (2013}
& Figueras (2007}

New Mexico Pre-K Hustedt, Bamett, Jung. &
Friedman (2010}

North Carolina Pre-H. Paisner-Fainberg & Schaaf (2011) Peisner-Feinberg. Mokrova, &

Anderson (2017) Dodge, Bad,
Ladd, & Muschiin (2016}

Oklahoma 4-Year-Old Program Wong, Cook, Bamnatt, & b 8*  Cascio & (20135
Smith {2016)

San Francisco Preschool for All Appled Survey Research (2013}

South Carolina 4K and First Wong. Cook, Barnett, & Jung (2008]"

Steps to Success

Tennessee Voluntary Pre-K Lipsey, Farran, & Durkin (2018) Lipsey, Farran, & Durkin (2018)

Tulsa ECE Programs: CAP Tulsa Head Start  Gorrmiley, Phillips, & Gayer {2008)" Phillips. Garmiey, & Anderson (2016)

Tulsa ECE Programs: Universal Pre-K Garrniley, Phillips, & Gayer (2008)" Hill, Gormiley, & Adelstein (2015)
Garmiley, Phillips, & Anderson (2017)
Virginia Preschoel Initiative Huang (2017) Virginia University Research Consortium
on Early Childhood (2015}
Washington ECEAP Bania, Kay, Aos, & Pennucei (2014)
West Virginia Pre-H Wong. Cook, Barnett, & Jung (2008
Total Studles and Programs 14 studies of 18 programs 19 studies of 14 programs
*To graces
(grade 4 throwgh adulthood) when possiie,
*Thés i & eriti-program study.
This neieased. W& Jung. K., Friedman Krawss, A Frede, E.
€. Mo, M., Hustedt, . T. Howes, C., & M, (2018). S saght

eengrams. AERA Open, 42), 1-16.
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Californkss for School Facilities

April 28, 2021
The Honorable Bobby Scott
Chair, The Education and Labor C

US House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Chairman Scott:

Rebuild America’s Schools looks forward to working with Chairman Scott and the Education
and Labor Committee on investing in our nation’s schools and classrooms to advance student
achievement, creating local jobs and improving our national economy. The Building Back
Bcltcl Investing in Improving Schools, Crtatlng Jobs, and Strengthening Families and our

y hearing will highlight the need to imp schoaols, expand access to affordable child
care, mduoc the cost of higher education, and help loved workers get back on the job,

The national need to modemize schools is extensive. The Government Accounting Office
{(GAO) June 2020 report estimates more than half of America’s public school districts need
significant repairs to their school facilities. Fifty four percent of school districts across the
country must replace or update major systems in more than half their buildings. Grants and
infrastructure bonds will assist communities respond to necessary school facility modifications,
renovations, and repairs to re-open safely for students, teachers, and staff. This is beyvond the
capacity of state and local community resources.

President Biden's American Jobs Plan and legislation such as The Reopen and Rebuild
America’s Schools Act invest in grant and bond programs improving health and safety
conditions for students and staff creating over 1.9 million local jobs. The Reopen and Rebuild
America's Schools Act addresses a national need to assist local school districts provide safee,
modern, healthy, energy efficient schools with imp d learning opp ities for stud o
achieve and succeed.

We look forward to working with you and the Committee on advancing President Biden's
American Jobs Plan and the objectives of the hearing. The Reopen and Rebuild America’s
Schools Act is a critical federal link in providing America’s students modern, technologicall
and energy efficient schools and classrooms where they can develop the educational skills
necessary to achieve and succeed in the 21st century workforce.

Sincerely,

Bdﬂ’&v-ﬂ-ﬂ*—/

Robert P. Canavan
Chair
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w— A Union of Professionals

April 28, 2021

11.S. House of Representatives
Committee on Education and Labor
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Chairman Scott,

On behalf of the 1.7 million members of the American Federation cf'l‘eachers. I am writing to
thank you for holding today's hearing on Building Back Better: I gin

Schools, Creating Jobs, and Stmngﬂmning Families and our Economy and for yuurti.neless
advocacy for H.R. 604, the Reopen and Rebuild America’s Schools Act. The students AFT
teachers, paraprofessionals, nurses and school-related personnel serve have felt the effects of
a lack of investment in public school facilities for years. Indeed, in its 2021 report, the
American Saciety of Civil Engineers gave America’s school infrastructure a D+, Including
H.R. 604 in the uf package will be a crucial step toward addressing
these needs.

The CD\.F[D 19 ::rlsis only strained the infrastructure system further, laying bare both the
fac d in low-incom ities and the ventilation

system chajlenges faced by schools, while at the same time creatlng masslve Ieamlng Iosses

While the American Rescue Plan Act will do a great deal to add

related challenges, including the need to reopen schoals safely, the health and 'academic

challenges produced by a decaying school infrastructure must also be addressed.

Too many of our nation’s hm been ding classes in b 1gs with failing or
faulty HVAC broken or Our bers know that students can't
thrive in schools laden with toxic black mold, classrooms without heat or air conditioning, or
bujldmgs wlth leaking ceilings or contaminated water. To put it simply, no child should be

d air and drinking tainted water anywhere, let alone in a place of

learning.

Moreover, our members understand that student success depends on a school's capacity to
provide students with the tools necessary to compete in the 21st century. H.R. 604 would
invest in the communities that need it most. That investment will reap not only educational
growth but also economic growth; it is estimated that the Reopen and Rebuild America’s
Schools Act would create more than 2 million jobs.

The AFT has been walking the walk on ei for years, h ing the
billions in our members' pension funds to serve the common good. In 2011, the American
labor movement committed $10 billion over five years for infrastructure. This has increased
to $16 billion, creating at least 100,000 jobs. Partnering with allies in West Virginia, the AFT

The Anserd {Teachevs % St i X i t
hly'l manwwl.ﬂlruluml-mrualuu..nmalnl publicservices for our stidents, ther Bl 1 1
these principles th rganizing, colbe polisical activism, and espocially

thamugh the work our members da.
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U.S. House of Representatives/Chairman Scott/H.R, 604, Reopen and Rebuild America's
Schools Act/Page 2 of 2

built housing for educators in rural McDowell County to help reduce teacher shortages. We
will continue to do everything we can to improve our nation's infrastructure, but the
teachers, bus drivers and paraprofessionals in your district need more allies. In this moment
of crisis, they need Congress to take action.

I urge you to continue to advocate for the inclusion of the Reopen and Rebuild America’s

Schools Act in the upcoming infrastructure package and thank you for highlighting this
crucial piece of legislation in today's hearing.

Sincerely,

AL -

Randi Weingarten
President

RW : eme opeiu #2 afl-cio

GAO Report 20-494: K-12 EDUCATION—School Districts Fre-
quently Identified Multiple Building Systems Needing Updates or
Replacement

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CPRT-117THPRT47050/pdf/
CPRT-117THPRT47050.pdf
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4’6 Communities

3 Million Kids Missing From School Because
of COVID-19 Is a Travesty

By Rey Saldaa, Shaquille O'Neal | March 5, 2021 Facebook Twitter Email

Ensuring equity in education will take more than reopening buildings

For many low-incom inequitable leaming conditions are not new — but they have
been exacerbated by the pandemic.

An estimated three million students in the U.S. have gone “missing” during the pandemic — not
from home, but from virtual school. They are no longer attending classes and are most likely
falling behind. Even after the pandemic ends, many may never go back.

We are devastated by that number, Not just as parents and as advocates for the nation’s children,
but as two people who grew up with family struggles and the difficulties brought on by economic
instability. If the pandemic had happened at an earlier time in our lives, we or someone we know
could have been one of those millions of kids.

= o

For many low-income juitable leaming ¢ are not new — but they have
been exacerbated by the pandemic. It’s no surprise, then, that these same students are
experiencing leamning loss and chronic absenteeism at higher rates than their peers during the
COVID-19 crisis. We can’t let that continue,
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The solution is to provide whole-child supports that meet students® needs outside the

classroom: access to food, health care, after-school programs, counseling, and housing and job
referrals for parents. These ial services fully get children in economically strapped
families back to learning, and our nation’s leaders must prioritize funding them so that no student
is missing from school.

Beyond buildings

As we near a year since thousands of schools first closed their doors last spring, President Biden
has made quickly reopening school buildings and getting millions of students and teachers back
into the classroom a top priority. His plan focuses on safety first and offers $130 billion in funds
for K-12 schools to help reduce in-person class sizes and take other steps to prevent COVID-19
transmission.

Figuring out how to get more students in the door as safely as possible is important. As difficult
as community debates over school reopening have been, educators, parents and children agree
that students learn best in the classroom. Many experts believe in-person learning will ensure the
maost at-risk children are less likely to be left behind.

But while returning to buildings may help reverse leaming loss and bring some of the missing
children back, it won't solve the problem entirely if children are still hungry, their social and
emotional needs are unmet, and their families are still struggling to afford health care and school
supplies.

An effective way to provide wrap-around services that enable children to learn is by embedding
nonprofit partners to coordinate them in schools, ensuring students’ needs are all met in one
place. This approach, called integrated student supports, also benefits the schools, allowing
educators to prioritize student learning while knowing families will get help. Schools require
additional federal funding to provide these services, as well as coordinators to run them. It’s the
only way to get kids back to in-person or virtual schoolrooms and prevent further learning

loss, especially in low-income communities where students are falling off the most.



276

Proven models

This isn’t just a vision. It's already working in 2,500 schools across the nation. Communities In
Schools, a national education nonprofit, found that schools providing integrated students
supports last year were able to keep 99% of students in the education system. Students and their
families receive exactly the right support for them, no matter the mode of leaming, whether it’s
mental health checks and telehealth services, regular meal distribution, reliable internet access or
mentoring and academic support.

These wrap-around services do more than just keep kids in school — they set them up for
SUCCESS.

These wrap-around services do more than just keep kids in school — they set them up for
SuCCess.

Low-income kids were disadvantaged by the education system when we were in school, and they
overwhelmingly still are today, The two of us were able to fulfill our potential because of
organizations like the integrated student supports provider Communities In Schools and the
afterschool network of Boys & Girls Clubs. Rey now leads CIS’s national network, and
Shaquille founded The Shaquille O*Neal Foundation to fund out-of-school-time programs for the
millions of kids who were forgotten long before the pandemic, These proven models have

adapted to our time of social distancing, and they are helping kids get through a pandemic as
well as through the difficulties of everyday life.

There’s no sugarcoating it. The nation is failing students everywhere, In Los Angeles, one-third
of high school students are not regularly logging on for online leaming. In Houston, 42% of
students received a failing grade this fall compared to 26% in fall 2019, In Washington, D.C.,
students are now four months behind in math and one month behind in reading, compared to
regular years,

We can do better. Whether schools are virtual, hybrid, or in-person, we can meet every child’s
most critical needs so that learning can go on, long after we put COVID-19 in the history books.

Shaquille O'Neal is founder of The Shaquille O 'Neal Foundation, which helps underserved
vouth achieve their full f ial, and a ber of the national board of directors of
Commmities In Schools, the national organization that ensures all students are on a path 1o
success, He is an alumnus of the Boys & Girls Clubs. Rey Saldafia is president and CEQ of
Communities In Schools. As a student, he was supported by Communities In Schools — San
Antonio. Later, he served four terms as a San Antonio city council member,
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Report Estimates 1 to 3 Million Students
Missing From School Since March, But Data
on Disrupted Learning is ‘At Best a Moving
Target’

By Linda Jacobson | October 21, 2020

(John Moore/Getty Images)

Between 1 to 3 million students in the U.S. possibly haven’t attended school since pandemic-
related closures began in March, according to estimates released today by Bellwether Education
Partners.

Pulling from news reports and federal data sources, the team of researchers predict that between
10rand 25 percent of students in the most marginalized populations have completely missed out
on learning for the past seven months.

“We did this because we know that just 1 percent of our most marginalized kids not coming to
school might not seem like a lot in any one district, and many districts might not even be keeping
careful count, but thats more than 230 schools’ worth of children across the country — and we
think that’s a big deal,” said Hailly T.N. Korman, a senior associate partner at the Washington-
based non-profit who conducted the project with co-authors Bonnie O'Keefe and Matt Repka.
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The five high-risk groups that have likely had the most difficulty connecting to school virtually
are homeless students, children with disabilities, migrant students, English learners and those in
foster care. If 10 percent were disconnected from school, for example, the number of students in
those groups would range from 1,500 in Vermont to over 200,000 in California — the size of a
large metro school district. If a quarter of students in those groups haven’t participated since
March, that would amount to over 3 million nationwide.

Thcrc 15 not enough public recognition of the serious challenges facing America’s most
d at this or of the cc | if millions continue to be
disconnected from schools and other support systems indefinitely,” they wrote.

But they stressed that the estimates are far from perfect because many students fall into two or
more groups and “these populations are at best a moving target.”

The | idered two types of stud in their model — missing students that haven't
logged on but would participate if they had the opportunity and those who are gone, which they
defined as having “made a transition away from school engagement in ways that could be
permanent.”

Korman, with Bellwether, noted that the researchers did not use districts’ actual enrollment
counts so far from this year.

“Since accurate attendance data is hard to come by this year, and we know that many districts are
still struggling to define what “in attendance” even means,” she said, “we decided to focus on a
set of hypotheticals that we think align with the reporting to date and the pockets of local data
where it has been made available.”

A range of 1 to 3 million missing students doesn’t seem off to Jamie Fox, the head of
communications for Remind, a communications plnll‘nn‘n wdeiy used among schools. The

company calculated that 1.3 million stud e Or resp 2 o
Remind messages — by the end of last school year

“We've been trying to use our data to help administrators gain [a] line of sight to *missing
students” so they can plan interventions early,” Fox said.
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Beyond government officials” efforts to “stomp out” the virus so schon]s can reopen, the
Bellwether authors recommended that education officials develop ies that
recognize students’ unmet needs, work with social services and internet providers to coordinate
responses, and collect and report real-time attendance data.

Hard to ‘keep track”

Missing students include those experiencing homelessness who already struggled to find reliable
internet service or suitable places to do schoolwork even before COVID-19. A new report this
week on rising youth homelessness in California, from UCLAs Center for the Transformation of
Schools, delved into the struggles facing these students,

“COVID has exacerbated those challenges since many students are still not going into a physmal
school location, making it hard to “keep track” of their living situati needs, and well-being,”
said Geneva Sum, a communications specialist for the center. “Several of our interviewees stated
that students are trying to do schoolwork in motel rooms with multiple family members and are
experiencing difficulty concentrating, so some districts are distributing things like microphones
and headphones to mitigate those issues.”

The Greenville County Schools in Soulh Carolina is among those districts using the types of

gies the d. To minimize the chanm teachers would lose touch with
students in the spring, the technology services dep sent freq reports to schools
identifying which students weren’t logging on to their classes, according to district spokesman
Tim Waller.
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The washington Post

Education

Unprecedented numbers of students have
disappeared during the pandemic. Schools
are working harder than ever to find them.

Kenneth Chapman Sr. drives to check in on Detroit students last October who haven’t been
appearing in class online. (Nick Hagen for The Washington Post)

By Moriah Balingit
Feb. 25, 2021 at 8:20 p.m. EST

DETROIT — Kenneth Chapman Sr. was hopeful as he navigated a hulking Detroit Public
Schools van down the street, pulling up to a brick home. Out front, there were signs that the girl
he was looking for lived inside. Amid the discarded plastic cups in the yard, there was a ball, and
on the porch a small bike, painted fluorescent pink.
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“Normally when I get to the house and | see toys or bikes, 1 think, ‘Okay, somebody’s going to
be here,” " Chapman said.

But when he knocked, no one appeared.

This was one of the two dozen stops Chapman, who works in the school system’s Family and
Community Engagement Office, would make, looking on this chilly day in late October for
students who had been missing classes. Some of the children on the list had worrisome numbers
of absences this early on in the school year. But there were 3,000 students the district could not
account for at all.

School districts across the country that closed buildings in mid-March in response to the
coronavirus pandemic handled the transition to remote learning with varying levels of success.
Dwring the disruption, schools lost track of students, Many students who were present in the
classroom in early March could not be found online. And others who showed up in the spring
haven’t been seen since.

Even before the pandemic, districts had to track down children who had stopped showing up to
school or had failed to appear for a new school year. They have strong incentives to find them;
school funding is often allocated on a per-pupil basis. Sometimes it turns out students have
moved and enrolled in other districts. Other times they can’t be found and are removed from the
rolls.

But this year, students have disappeared from classes in unprecedented numbers, forcing districts
to rethink their approach to those who stop showing up. Many districts, cognizant of the damage
that lost school time can cause, have employed extraordinary efforts to track down students to
ensure that they are safe and have devices to learn. Others, like Detroit and Miami, have kept
students on rosters even after they failed to show for an entire month. North Dakota began
tracking attendance for all schools on a daily basis, and several schools used coronavirus aid to
hire family liaisons to find missing students.

Several states have seen precipitous drops in public school enrollment this school year, and many
have seen a rise in the number of students enrclled in private schools or being home-schooled. In
addition, the children who would have started preschool or kindergarten in the fall are staying
home in droves, as those grades are not mandatory in most states. But there’s another category of
students: those who were supposed to be in classes this year but still have not appeared.

In North Carolina, a state education official told state lawmakers in December that more than
10,000 students had not been accounted for. New Mexico could not account for more than
12,000 students at the start of the school year, children who were enrolled before the pandemic
but never showed up in the fall. This month, the state’s education department reported that more
than 2,700 students were still missing.

Katarina Sandoval, New Mexico’s deputy secretary of academic engagement and student
success, said that in previous years, the number of students who failed to come to school was so
small that they did not even have a name for them. Many of them were high school dropouts.
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Chapman and Assistant Superintendent
Sharlonda Buckman visit a student’s home.
(Nick Hagen for The Washington Post) {Mick Hagen for The Washington Post)

hnpmnn and his colleagues become de
facto IT specialists to help students log on.

Nikolai Vitti, the superintendent of Detroit Public Schools, said the number of students missing
from classrooms is staggering. In the spring, only 10 percent of students were engaged with
virtual leaming, prompting the district to launch an aggressive campaign of door-to-door visits to
ensure that families had devices and knew about when the district would open virtually. A month
into the school year last fall, 8,000 students were still missing. About 5,000 of them joined the
school year late.

“We've always had issues with absenteeism because of the impact of poverty,” Vitti said. *But
nothing like this.”

That was true for Chena Castigliano, who has been raising three young children on her own since
her husband, a drywall installer, was arrested and sent back to his native Mexico last year, Then
came postpartum depression and eviction. She registered her school-age children, 5-year-old
Emiliana and 6-year-old Emilio, for face-to-face classes in the fall, but they went only
sporadically because she struggled to find them transportation. Things got worse when schools
shut down in mid-November.

The children had to share a loaner device, and then she could not afford Internet. Because classes
are still remote, the children have not led since carly D b

Not all families have “somebody to lean on,” Castigliano said.

On that Friday, some of the families that Chapman encountered had easily resolvable issues that
had kept students from virtual classrooms. One high school student had missed Oct. 7 because
she had lost her laptop charger — but later recovered it. A boy’s mother explained that he could
not log on that day because of an enrollment issue at the school. Many times, Chapman said,
students have not logged on because neither they nor their parents could figure out how. In those
cases, he and the other staff dispatched to homes become de facto IT specialists.

But other times, the issues are greater. That same week, Chapman had arrived at a home where a
cord snaked out the front door to an idling car. The family’s power had been cut, and they were
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Issue Brief
The Drawbacks of Universal Pre-K: A Review of e Evidence 3
Executive Summary
The Covid-19 crisis has dealt a sub I blow to the child: industry and stymied the ion of public prekind
garten, As America recovers, polwmhersm!l hlvew malne tough cllmmmth hrmhed.budgeu. Progressive politicians,
including President Biden, h dled for an federal i in early education, arguing
that it would boost women'’s participation in the workforce and that the lon.g-um academic benefits for children would yield
economic dividends.
The first claim is well supported by existing research. The second does not withstand scrutiny. Alth
&eqmthfmedstudles ofearly childhood interventions that have shown mma:hbiy positive rewlls,theywere conducted
based on interventi i that bear little blance to the policy prop ly on the table and
hence have limited uﬁﬁwinﬂﬁnmlngmmm@omyde
Moreover, a deeper look at the most rig and on the effects of early education for children pro-
vides more cause for alarm than optimism, Expanded child care Iiloelybmaﬂts daeplydmanmydmdenu. For other stu-
denls.lhmpmgamsmthmmimpacl,orhlveanmﬂme on cogr or These
are consistent with—and likely partly expl in our und ding of i and child devel-
opment. Studies suggest that many children ex'h.\blt ‘higher levels of stress hormones—colloquially termed “toxic stress™—in
child-care environments than they do at home, which could leave a lasting physical impact on their brain architecture,
In light of the troubling findings from social science and the scientific Ii policymakers should not directly invest in a
model of child care that may harm many children. Rather, any add 1§ in early should come in the
form of an expanded child tax credit, which can help families improve their children’s home envi and which could

also be directed to center-based child-care options at their discretion.

Issue Brie!
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Introduction

Expanded public subsidies for child care and prekindergarten command solid bipartisan support. According to recent paolling,
two-thirds of Republicans and nearly nine out of 10 Democrats would like to seeOnnyu;s lnumel’ederal investment in
early education.’ At the state level, public investment and student enroll in d at a faster rate in
single-party-control Republican states than it did in Democratic states during the first half of the last decade.?

The child-care industry has been deeply affected by th d and dant lockd A report from the
National Women's Law Center estimated that about one in five child-care workers lost their jobs between Febwar‘yand.luly
2020.% Major school districts, such as that of New York City, have halted their planned expansion of public pre-E.* Early

cation advocates have pmsed Congress for more funding to see the sector through the crisis, arguing that without adequate
federal support, “the damage to children could be lasting.**

Even bef tlle Al Dl it Hcluding many oFthe D . g i
for ions to federal i in early educati "l'hz&mdem-nidm “Unity Plan™ l:alledfnrﬂedemi
mlmmmmmmmnﬂﬁmmdaﬁmﬂhm center-based child care for children under the age of five,
the p inds ten for all three- and four-year-old children, increased funding in order to enable all
ell,yblechi‘b&lentaatwndlleadstmandMﬂudsmgasw“ummmdnﬁmmdm’mm&mpﬂgn
plan,umnwhiehr.hzmdsn Smdmmﬂmm]mlmﬂybw,mmtﬁwedlomﬁ.smﬂhnmadmd&'%m
Biden tapped C: Miguel Cardona for of education, he declared that Cardona
would help “secure high-quality, universal pre-K for every three- and four-year-old in the country.™

Barly‘-aduw.tiom ndvomesargne thatthis nwspendhngwwldallowmmmtoapendmm time in the workforce and
d life on the first contention is fairly convineing and
will not be scrutinized in this report.”” The semndenﬂtennm however, is more belied than supported by the research.

'.I".l'lisissuebrief lyzes the Dnearly ducation, First, it will present and contextualize the arguments made by ear-

and the h used to support those arguments. Then it will review other studies that are frequently
elidedorignomdhmﬂmmmmmlevmmwmpompolicydehms ‘These studies present a consistent pattern: while
early education can be a profound boon for deeply disadvantaged students, it ean also set disadvantaged students further
back and potentially do lasting harm to students born into middle-class families.

The Case for Early Education

Early-education advocates make bold claims, based on well-designed studies, for the transformative power of high-quality
early childhood interventions. The First Five Years Fund, for example, claims: “Research shows that for every dollar invest-
ed in high-quality early childhood education, society gains up to $7.30 in economic returns over the long term."" When he
waspremdem,Eam:l(Obamamad.easwrﬂardmm.arsum,zthatfar‘[e}wudouarwepmmbhlsh-qualrtyearb'uhtldhmd
education we get $7 back in reduced teen preg g rates, imp 1 performance in school, reduced
inmmminnmnssodetyanwhdedoeswm. =12
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The Drawbacks of Universal Pre-K: A Review of the Evidence 5
Ri luations of early ed ion and prekind I show i and incing evidence that it
improves what advocates have termed “ki ten readiness.” Studies conducted in New Jersey, "Ok!ahoma,“ Georgia, ™
Tnessee ' Boston,'” and Clucago“foundpom\ve' diate effects h as letter and word recognition,

ng, and math knowledge. A skeptic could pick holes at some of these studies, pointing out that
they do not always ad: Iy control for selecti effects (i.e., the may simply be an artifact of differences between

families that choose hosmd their children to pre-K versus those that do not). Yet several of these studies were randomized
contral trials (RCTs), considered the gold standard in social seience, comparing participants who applied to the program and
were randomly accepted with those who applied and were randomly rejected.

Early-education skeptics could bly counter that “kindergarten readiness” is a poor, if not meaningless, metric.

In education, short- and long-run cutcomes do not always track; interventions may provide a short-run benefit and

no effects in the long run, or no effects in the short run but positive effiects in the long run.' Conservative eritics of

earl)r edueanon l'mquently cite the Head Start Impact Study—the largest RCT of an early-education intervention ever
federal invol in early education “doesn’t work” because although participants saw

immediate boosts on a variety of metrics, those benefits quickly faded.™ For those who participated in Head Start, “by the

end uf3“’ gran:’ve thm were very few :mpacu folmd for either cohort. ... The few impacts found did not show a clear pattern

or ible impacts for ch

Third-grade impacts are not ily dispositive. It is pl le that a could have null effects by elementary school
but still yield positive results for later life outcomes, This has been documemed in Lhe case of the ?ernr Preschool Project,

one of the most-cited RCTs examining the long-run effects of early ed who p i d in the saw
a dramatic short-term boost in 1Q scores at ages four and five. By age 10, the effect on IQ had faded to statistical insignifi-
cance.® The long-run benefits, h were theless striking. By age 27, participants were substantially more likely to
have graduated high school or earned a GED (71% vs. 54%), females were less likely to be single parents (57% vs. 83%) and

to have had an abortion (4% vs. 23%), and males were substantially more likely to earn more than $2,000 a month (42%

vs, 6%). By age 40, participants were also substantially less likely to have been incarcerated (28% vs. 52%) and to have been
arrested for violent crimes (32% vs. 48%) or drug dealing (7% vs. 25%).

The Abecedarian Project, which formed the basiz of the 7.3-to-1 return on investment claim made by the First Five Years
Fund, found that participants were more likely to obtain a bachelor’s degree (23%\'3 696) and more likely to find full- tlme
employment by age 30 (75% vs. 53%) and were six times less likely to h 1 time on public assi B e
searchers also found substantial health benefits for Abecedarian pmuupanlx- Studies nrthaChmso Child-Parent Centers
found that participants were more likely to graduate high school (80% vs. 73% ), less likely to have been incarcerated (21% vs.
26%) by age 23, and less likely to suffer from depressive symptoms in their early twenties (13% vs. 17%).%

Perhaps the most remarkable ﬁndmmswm produced last year when Nobel Prize—winning economist James Heckman
Exmmned the effects of particip Perry" hool Project on the children of participants and found that they were

fall; :mlimym‘ hean P d from school, addicted to drugs, or arrested (40% vs, 60%) and were
more likely to be employed (58% to 37%).2

Despite these striking findings from carefully designed studies, when the Washington Post evaluated President Obama’s
claim about early education’s long-term benefits, it gave him “Two Pinocchios."® That's because, the Post fact-checker noted,
none of the studies mentioned above “fit di:ect.ly with [President Obama's] proposal, on a national scale.” Both the Abecedar-
ian and Perry Preschool studies ducted in a single-site program with highly trained staff. Abecedarian served kids
from birth to age five, operating for 10 hours a day, five days a week, 50 weeks a year, for a total of 2,500 hours; lllepmject

is estimated to have cost $90,000 per pupil. The Perry Preschool Project served 58 low-i , high-risk Afri ican
children with IQs ranging from 70 to 85 with two years of five-day-a-week preschool plus an hour and a half per week in
home visits to coach parents, The Chicago Child-Parent Center program was larger in scale, serving about 2,000 students for
twa years of pre-K, a kindergarten program, and ongoing support mwmmhons provided to children in first through third
grades; it also referred families to ity and social-services vided home visits, and required two and a half
‘hours of parental involvement every week in in-school or at-home activities, 2
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Center-based child mnzand pnbl'idy provided pre-K, as currently configured and as would be expanded through large-scale
federal i these m terms of the population that they would serve or in the way they are
designed. The mndpbyw‘ ducati , thus, could be not unjustly characterized as; “We have strong

il that small, i d serving deeply dlsad.vanta,ged students. ylelded strong benefits; therefore,
‘we know that ].alae-wale Immswmed differently designed prog serving all stud will also yield strong benefits.”
For this reason, wearly ducati andtheclaims made on its behalf, the nmokmgs Institution’s
Russwhimhnmhasarguedﬂm rly-ed d istics as a drunken man uses lampyp for support
rather than illumination.™

These studies do tell us two very important things. First, they provide st ich that early childhood inter

‘have dramatic, lasting, and even intergenerational effects. Second, as the s‘tudyofﬂle Perry P‘mscllool Prwectbyﬁed:man

suggests, these long-term outcomes may be largely mediated by the effects of early ed on and b

rather Lhnn onanademlcs. Hu:kman notes: “The Perry program substantially improved Externalizing Behaviors (aggressive,
i 1, and rule-1 which, in turn, improved a number of labor market outcomes, health behaviors, and

[reduced] criminal activities.™

To assess the likely of i d public subsidy of early education, we should look to studies that are more
representative of the prqgram that would be mcpmded and pay special attention to their effects on noncognitive outcomes,
especially behavior. The next three sections will cover studies matching the domains that the Biden-Sanders Unity Plan
intends to subsidize: child care (for ages from birth to three), Head Start (for three- and four-vear-olds), and prekindergarten
(primarily for four-year-olds). I will then discuss the policy implications of these findings.

Center-Based Child Care

The largest and most study cond on ican child care is the National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development’s Stlld}'ofEad)f Child Care deouth ] (SECCYD), launched in the early 19905 Based
on an ethnically and demographically diverse sample of more than 1,000 children who spent an average of 27 hours a week
in non-maternal care over the first four and a half years of their life, SFJJCYD examined differential outcomes associated with

types of non-maternal care (e.g., in-home child care provided by ibers and center-based child care), as well
the quality of those arrangements and the quantity aftlme that kids spent in tllem ‘The study did not have an experimental
design, and hence cannot tell us whether child-care caused ol but only that they are associ-

ated with them. But policymakers ought to be aware of these associations, many of which track the findings of more rigorous
studies,

‘When it comes to center-based child care, SECCYD provides both good and bad news. On the positive side of the ledger,
children six months and older who had more experience in center-based child care demonstrated slightly improved cognitive
and language development through age three and slightly better pre-academie skills at age four and a half. On the negative

side, participation in center-based care was linked to an i d incidence of ear infecti pper-respiratory illness, and
stomach illness during the first three years of life, as well as more problem behavi jally disobedi d aggression)
at age four and a half,

Researchers found “weak and slight” positive associations between the quality of child care™ and improved cognitive function
and language development in the first three years of life as well as greater literacy and numeracy at age four and a half. They
found no association between the number of hours per week spent in child care and cognitive or language skills.

Greater time spent in child care was, | iated with worse b children who spent more time in

child care were rated as less cooperative, more disobedient, and more aggressive at age ﬂour and allalfand in hndergarten

Reflecting on the study, omwrhsauthurs Jay Belsky, later emphasized that “the probl iated with early,
and d ir ive of whether qnalllyofaarewmgwd or bad."® The association was
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substantial; in terms of effect sizes, the effect associated with early and ive child care v parable with that of
growing up in poverty.

A follow-up study found that thm iati P isted into adol ‘hers found posltwe associations with
higher-quality child care and cognitive and The link bety greater hours spent i ln child care and

greater problem behaviors, i.e., lu,gher levels of nsk-l.ukmg and impulsivity, also persisted until age 15.9

Belsky cautioned that despite the “prodigious” efforts made by SECCYD's authors to control for factors that affect child
development, the study was still substantially limited in terms of causal inference, and he pointed to recent evaluations of
the Quebec Family Policy as having greater causal power as well as greater policy relevance to the question of the effects of
expanding child care.

International Studies

Perhaps the most rigorous and most policy-relevant studies on the ion of publicly subsidized child care

ducted on the Quebec Family Policy. In the late 1990s, Quebec launched a program that offered $5-a-day child care, which
increased the share of 0—4-year-olds in child care by 14 percentage points, relative to the rest of Canada. This sharp palicy
shift provided researchers the opportunity to perform a quasi-experimental, difference-in-difference analysis of the effects
of child care. Although these studies were not as robust as a randomized control trial, there tsstmng reason mwpposelhm
the impacts observed were causal. The authors described the results as smln.ngmtbelr of a suk 1
negative impact of universal child care on children in two-parent families.”

Researchers found that child care caused an increase in hyy ivity, anxiety, and ion, as well as a d in
motor and social development. They also found substantially negative effects on health, including an estimated increase nl’
156%~304% in the likelihood of children suffering from a nose/throat infection. Researchers also found strong evidence of
"wsepamunng" after the new policy was put into place. They documented a significant rise in “hostile/ineffective par-
enting,” as well as a rise in “aversive parenting.” They also found a zs-percmtage—wnt redmtlon in the likelihood that a
child’s father rates himself as in excellent health and “striking evid among mothers, What's
more, the)rfmmd a significant deterioration in the reported quality of the relmonsh:pbe‘lwn parents, Based on all this, the

luded that “th i of the rewhssuggutthal more access to child care is bad for these children (and
at least along i ions, for these p

A 2015 follow-up study found that “the negative impact of the Quebee on the i of young
children appears to persist and grow as they reach school ages.” Among children who pammpared the effect on anxiety more
than doubled wheutheym&md the a@esorfﬂw to nine, and the effect on a,gglessmn u\crme\lbysu!& Dnnng those ages,
participants experience an increase in hyp ivity and a deterioration in their rel ps with their

to parent reports. Following participants into their teen years, the ‘hers found “strong indications of a

both health and life satisfaction among those older youths exposed to the Quebec r.hildﬂm program.” They also found thM.
especially for men, “exposure to the Quebec program leads to higher rates of crime.™

A 2016 study found a silver lining: for children of single-parent households, the :mpav:lof"duld-care access is positive at
nearly every percentile and is particularly large for individuals at the very bottom of the distrit " The hers reflect-
ed that their findings were consi with the hypothesis that child care can help children whose “preexisting home environ-
ment was extremely poor. As a whole, this suggests that while formal child care is not a perfect substitute for home learning
emdmnmms g(\nen the large numher ufhours spent in child-care centers, it may provide a remedy for children from the
most di

Despite these positive findings for children in single-parent households, researchers in Italy found dramatic negative effects
in a sample of students born into two-parent families that earned, on average, about twice the median national income.

They found that one month's participation in child mbelwunbinh and the age of two wms-ponded to a loss of about 0.5
1Q points when children were eight to 14 years old, The T lity) effects of child

P
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care and found that participation reduced “openness” by 8% and “agreeableness”™ by 6.8%, while increasing “neuroticism” by
5.1%. Further stratifying their sample between more and less affluent families, mseamhm found that rl'us 1Q and personality
effects were muted among students from less affluent families but particularly d among from more
affluent families.”

Other i ional studies have prod ‘ﬁnd:mthatmbmdlywnnshemwiﬂ:thepmthns &rdmnshnhed some
positive for disad d children, negati for chil-
dren who spend a greater number of hours in e.lnld-care armng,emems

A study of public child- in G serving children from birth to age two, found that participation “enablefd]
dls&dwntaaedcll'ldmw a,td- up with ﬂ:eu'peﬂ's. when it came to motor-skill develop social and ional regula-
tion, and 1 but also concluded that the effects of expanding the program were “disappointing” in part
because it “harmed] the I skill [ of children from more-educated families.®

A study of the effects ofduldmmdmdvantamedmdents in Chile found positive and negative effects. Researchers found
positive outcomes on measures of motor skills and p pression skills but negati on memory, nmomng,
and “potentially severe negative incremental effedsonchﬂdaadull ions." The b alarm
regarding the findings on child-adult interaction, noting that it “may potentially undermine the benefits of center-based care,”
given that “research in psychology shows that clllld-adult i ions significantly infl many other tasks in early child-
hood and later years; chief among them are cogr ional, and social behavior skills."®

A study of early childhood interventions in Denmark found no difference in outcomes between home care and center-based
preschool for three-year-olds, It also found that an increase in hours spent in both family day care and center-based care
“leads to significantly poorer child outcomes” when children are seven years old.

Studies of Child-Care Subsidies in the U.S.

The research discussed thus far suggests that ded child-care subsidies would be beneficial only for children in low-in-

come and single- it b holds, while b ing those from middle-class, t families. another line of

research condumedbymna State Unwersny‘s{fhns Herbst w,gwuthax even the former group may not benefit as much

as might be hoped. g the power of causal inference of the following studies could be raised, but
P some of the most ri p  to date to control for the effects of child-care subsidies.

Ina 2010 paper, coauthored with Erdal Tekin, Herbst analyzed the effects of child: ibsidi ilabl .....,mlllose

making less than 85% of a state’s median income) in single-parent | holds and Juded: “By 2 low-in-

come mothers to work and by creating incentives to shift children into formal child-care settings, subsndles plaoe children

in environments where the average child is more likely to be overweight and obese.” Children in center-based care were 9.9
percentage points more likely to be overweight and ao percentage points mnml-loely to be obese." In 2011, Herbst and Tekin
replicated their results by using d from asan " 1 variable.” They demonstrated that
families I.ha‘lllved farther from social-services eenlmswm Iess h‘hdy to access subsidized child care, and they used that vari-
ation in di 1o trace th  effect of ch hildren’s weight, reaching similar findings.®

Usmgtheaameempmulwuach l{erbstand’t‘elun!amfuund tive impacts on cognitive ability and teach d
though thy eeﬁmbqgmmfndeaﬁerﬁrstg,mdeandmsedhobemhsumllydgnlﬁ-

cant by the end of fifth grade."

Utilizing several nationally representative surveys, Herbst and Tekin found negative effects of child bidi

‘mothers’ physical and mental health, finding that “subsidized mothers are less likely to report being healthy overall, are more
likely to exhibit symptoms consistent with anxiety and depression, and score higher on measures of parenting stress.” They
were also more likely "to utilize psychological and physmal s,ggression toward their children, andam maore likely to utilize
spanking as a disciplinary tool.” Notably, the it for low-i 2l hers, for whom “the
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estimated effect of ... spending is nearly twice as large as that from the full sample and ei,glll times Iarserthan that from the
Thigh income sample.” The researchers concluded that “publie policies aimed at ing the of low-skilled
mothers may undermine their health and have negative implications for the pam:t-chlld relationship.™*

Herlmt hasalse cnndu:teda study to attempt to Mfythe causal impact of child care by utilizing the summer “dip” in
variable.* When Herbst analyzed the data in a manner similar to the way SECCYD
dlﬂ—b)' '} particiy and ici by their d phic data—h immdasimﬂnrmﬂlmﬂlalnfsﬁcm
a short mmmmmnmmcd’menmlahllw When using the “dip” in participation in an instr

ables analysis, however, Herbst found that ability test scores were about 9% lower for children in child-care settings and that
“contrary to previous research, the negative effects are driven by participation in formal care ... [and] disadvantaged children
do not benefit from exposure to non-parental settings.”

The only other paper that has used an i -variabl h to attempt to isolate the causal impact of child care
was published in 2011, Isolating changes induced by the 1996 Welfare Reform Act and examining only low-income single
mothers, it estimated that a year of child care reduced cognitive test scores by 2.1%. The study found “clear evidence that
child care has a more negative effect if the mother is more educated.™ Researchers found that the negative effects were iso-
lated to informal child care; formal, center-based child care had no effects on children, either positive or negative.

The Effects of Head Start

As noted above, the largest randomized control trial study of an early childhood intervention was the Head Start Impact
study, which showed no differences in outcome when measured in third grade. Early-education advocates, however, point to
several longitudinal studies d ing positive long-run outcomes, perhaps lhemstnmnbleofwhich is a 2009 paper by
Harvard University professor David Deming, Deming d ehildren who participated in Head Start with their siblings
w!mdldnﬂ"ﬁlthough&mappmch haslhe\rmueot’mmllmg far more precisely for stud, kgrounds than de-

Russ of the ituti Msmntedwtthulmﬂmmethodmaybesu’b)m
mmenmtcbias, because the decision to send nneehtld but not another to Head Start is not made randomly by parents.
Rather, he argued, it seems likely that the parents chose to send only one child “precisely becaunse there were differences in
the children that the parents recognized, e.g., one seemed ready for pre-K and the other not,"#

Deming's study tracked a cohort of students born between 1970 and 1986, moslofwhnm attended Head Start between 1984
and 1990. Consistent with the Head Start Impact study, Deming found sub al i diate gains on dardized tests that
largeb'—ﬂmu,gh not entlmly\—Faded ombyllle nme studenls reaclledlheages of 11-14. He noted that the fadeout effect was

and di Those groups, | saw the largest gains in long-term out-
wmgs. Head Sta.rt participants saw a reducedl'hehlwod ofgrade repehmm,a decreased likelihood of being dla,pwsed witha
learning disability, an increased rate of high school grads adi d rate of 1 idleness, and imy A physical
health. Deming summarized that the improvements repvemdag.ainof “one-third of the size of the outcome gap between
r.‘nc bottom quartile and the medlan and is about 80 percent as large as the gains from the Perry Preschool and Carolina

darian model h

A 2019 working paper coauthored by one of Deming's stud plicated and ded his analysis, trackin, gt'he same cohort
of students over an additional decade and analyzing the outcomes of students born between 1986 and 1996.% Analyzing Dem-
ing's cohort over a longer time period erased the gains that Deming observed on high school graduation and idleness. While
gains in health, college attendanece, and years of education persisted, Deming's cohort saw no boost in eollege graduation or in
earnings. The later cohort of students, born between 1986 and 1996, by contrast, saw largely negative effects from Head Start.
They were more likely to be diagnosed with a learning disability, more likely to exhibit behavioral problems in school, more
likely to commit crimes, more likely to have children as teenagers, less likely to attend college, and more likely to be idle,
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Pre-K

There are three studies of scaled-up pre-K programs—of the sort that would be expanded through additional federal invest-
ment—that through el v school, The results are mixed.

New Jersey’s Abbott Preschool Program provides free pre-K for three- and four-year-olds for all students in 35 of the state's
lowest-income school districts. It serves approximately 43,000 students, a little less than half within traditional public
schools and a little more than half in licensed private centers or at Head Start centers. It operates on a traditional public
school schedule: six hours a day, 180 days a year for one or two years, Researchers found substantial short-run benefits and
were able to follow two-thirds of their sample into the fifth grade, mahchmgthem based on demographic characteristics to
their kindergarten classmates who did not attend an Abbott P who ded Abbott for one or two years
seored higher than their counterparts in fifth grade on measures of literacy and mathematics and were less likely to be as-
signed to special education or held back a grade.

hers have also ined Georgia's uni | pre-K which serves about 84,000 children across the state
in public schools, at licensed private centers, and with Head Slnnoenherwrlmﬁ, operatmgﬂw&s huursa day I.BDda,vs a
year, Researchers intend to follow these students through fifth grade, paring them with ds similar
who did not participate. At this painl,ocnb' results through the endoclseomdyade are available. The researchers have thus
far luded that dren who d Georgia's pre-K exhibited a general pattern of initial gains for most skills from
pre-K through kindergarten or into first grade, followed by increasing declines in scores through second grade.” This pattern
contributed to an overall null effect, as the researchers noted that participants’ scores were near or slightly below the average
when they enhaelred Georgia's pre-K program and, after seeing an initial boost, fell back to within that same range by the end of
second grade.

Tennessee's voluntary pr&K{VP!Opmgramm about 18,000 low-income children in nearly 1,000 classrooms, all

d directly by hool districts. Unlike those of New Jersey and Georgia, Tennessee’s pre-K program
wasmldledm domi oommltml,,_ idi usmlhﬂmngwmdemofumdlty’(bnmmmmth much of the

e saw i ie gains. Those gains, however, had mostly faded by the end of first grade,
‘When pamclpnnts reached third grade, lhe reseamhen; cnmpared their scores on standardized state tests with those of their
ing peers, VPK stud science and math. The behavior of VPK students also

pmvedtn be worse than their nonparticipating peers; they were more likely to be disciplined for less serious infractions, such
as breaking school rules, as well as more serious infractions, such as fighting. VPK students were also more likely to be diag-
nosed with disabilities, ineluding speech/langnage impairment and intellectual disabilities,

Discussion of l*‘indings and Policy Implications

The most and h on early childhood interventions does not suggest thatar.ldlljoml investment
wwldyieldgraalheneﬁm Indeed it provides good reason to believe that the opposite is true: additi may
come at a substantial cost to the neanmmera‘lion

The Quebec Family Policy provides the closest analogue to what we might expect if America were to make a similar commit-
ment to universal child eare. For children in two-parent households, the results were rather grim: deterioration in parenting
practices, deterioration in children’s behavior, and long-term harm to their health and life satisfaction. Studies from Italy and
Germany provide further grounds to fear that child care harms children from two-parent, middle-class families, especially
t'hme from moreadvamased backgmunds These findings are consistent with research on the effects of first-year maternal

which finds d and deterioration in behavior for children from mo-parenlmddle—md
upper:lasu families.®* These ve:wlts argue strongly, if not decisively, against a universal child-care subsidy if our primary
consideration is the well-being of the next generation.
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R ble minds could reach different lusions on the likely effects of further subsidizing child care on children from
disadvantaged families. Results from Canada and Germany suggest that child eare can improve outcomes for disadvantaged
children and children from single-parent households, Results from Chile, however, were mmequmcal. And studies at-
hemphng to :smsﬂm cansal impact chhlldﬂ:are sulmd.m in America have vielded troubling findings of d childhood
obesity, deteri g p ing skills, and negal gl effects.

Early-education advocates may look at these data and argue that it's evidence that we need to invest in guality child-care
programs. They may be right, but only up to a point. SECCYD did find that higher-quality child care was associated with
improved outcomes, However, as one of its authors noted, thesludy'mverfound that thequalmrofm accounted for ...

quantity-of-care effects. In other words, the problem behavi iated with early, ive, and care ged
lnvsper:hve of whether quality of care was good or bad. " Results from Denmark and Canada reached similar findings
effects of ive child care. Thi: that child policies that foster “hugh-quahty" programs

intended to enable low-income and single parents to work full-time may harm disadvantaged children,

Findings from studies of Head Start and of public pre-K provide further grounds to fear that expanding early education would
do more harm than good for disadvantaged students. The bestamdywe have of Head Start’s most recent participants sug-
gests that it substantially harmed them. This is not i with previous results showing positive

outeomes. It may be the ease that whereas Head Start provided a boost to children relative to their home settings in the 19705
and 1980s, it no Imerwasdﬂhuso by the 1990s. Child poverty has decreased suhstandallyd.meme eariy 19908, EVen as

Head Start has mservea b ially larger share of disads d is quite pl i , that
Head Start is Iy p ing effects similar to, or even worse than, thosefwndmthemosl recent study.®
‘l'herandomuulmntmltnalofme pre-K program provides further g ds to fear that expanding pre-K will
harm di ion ad have d to salvage the reputation of Tennessee’s pre-K
pmgrnm“ bypodmlng toa follwmp nud,y that found that pre-K partici who had high-quality K-3

over their peers.” But unless early-education advocates purport to possess the means to
mm\l'l!anewsh’umaseﬁw quality of elementary school across the board, the practical implication of this finding suggests
that the effect of pre-K on students who had typical elementary school experiences wasevenwomthanﬂmsmdy‘s top-line
ﬁndmgsdmplayed '.I'heﬁndmgsoc‘.lames Heckman—that long-term effects of early education appear to be pri driven
by its i and b i ide reason to fear that the Tennessee program, which resulted in increased
behavior problems, and ot‘!ms like it are dcllllg lasting harm.

meserwﬂlsumybedlmh\g.bm ﬂle)tslmuld nmbedeep]ysurpnsing Despiteﬂleﬁnetﬂnlhisnm andworkm ncmsis-

tently invoked by adh for 1 early ed has said, "1 have never
The ‘intervention’ that a loving, resourceful anilygwesm its children has hugeheueﬁuthal,unfm'mnlwhr haw nmrhun
measured well. Public preschool progr can p ly comp for the b aged children™®
(emphasis in original).

d in our und ding of child devel and i may offer an explanation for the mixed but broadly
negative pattern of findings. Harvard University’s Center on the Develop: _,,Clllld haspmnmd out that "strong, frequent,
or prolonged activation of the body’s stress system,” coll labeled * " in infants and toddlers
without healthy mediation by a caregiver can lead to "damaged kened bodily systems and brain architecture, with life-
long repercussions.™

Scientists have found that child care inereases the production and changes the diurnal pattern of cortisol, a key stress
‘hormone, Typically, cortisol production in young children declmeslhmughoul the course of a day, but studies have
documented that many children in child-care semngs experience a rise in cortisol from the morning to the afternoon.®
One study found that increased cortisol reached a threshold sufficient to be qualified as a “stress resp " in 40% of
children, regardless of the quality of child care (as traditionally measured), and that elevated cortisol levels were associated
with anxious/vigilant behavior in girls and angry/aggressive behavior in boys."!
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Aliterature review on the subject found that “the effect urdaym attendance on mnisnl excretion was especially nmhla
for children younger than 36 months.™ Another study ined the i i 's family back ds and
hours spent in child care, concluding that for "children from low-risk contexts, greater weekly hours in child care were pre-
dictive of higher cortisol levels. In contrast, fon:lllldren facing several cumulative ns'k factors, greater hours in child care per
weekwe:epwd‘notweoﬂwwmmlleveh Based on their findings, those luded that “links t child
care and children’s ¥ may differ as a functi ofc.hﬂdrmsbmaderewlosies-

Another way of saying that, and explaining the literature as a whole, is that the quality of children’s early environments
matter; healthier environments help children reach their potential, and less healthy envi stymie their develop
ment—potentially permanently. There is not necessarily any inconsistency in the mixed pattern of findings described in this
paper, e.g., the positive findings from the Perry F:ea‘hnoa Project, the mixed findings on Head Start, and ll\e nes.uh\e ﬂndln.g.u
from the Italian child-care study. Fnrﬂ:emnstdeaply i d stud; highly d, high:

provide an Ithier than what is availabl n'heme,wllidleanpmdnmbemﬂtslasﬂnsevmlnm
the nmgeneranon But for other students, s'pemhngnme in a child-care setting rather than the home could do lasting cog-
nitive and day The neg; findings from the Tennessee pre-K study and the study of the long-term effects
of Head Start students from the early 1990s warn us that for the medlan disadvantaged student today, center-based child care
and prekindergarten may be a less healthy envi for child d P than their home.

Wllllelhcm“—hdngnfahﬂdnnshnnldheawimary iderati kfie participati Is doubted] afamrlnl.hc
hild debate as well, E: are ennrely eor:w to argue that addil 1 early-edt
would boost women's participation in the work ueed.forpammslomkenmeoffwrkmmﬁoﬂhmr
children would also boostthelr career prospects, or, a’rﬂ']every least, ameliorate a disadvantage vis-a-vis their other col-

But whatever child-rearing arrangements and attendant trade-offs parents should choose, policymakers should not
put their thumb on the scale of favoring workforee considerations over the welfare of young children.

Poli kers should not allocate additional taxp dollars to that may harm children. The most prudent course
of action, based on the research, would certainly not be to provide universal child care and early-education subsidies, or even
to expand means-tested programs, but rather to scale down Hlennmberofstudemmmmmd by publicly subsidized

early education and focus existing more i ively on the most disad

Huwewr prudent, this would most Denalnlymt be uwl!tlcally palatable approach. Given the bma.d b}pertlsan m}rpoﬁ for
panding federal i in early ed a prop homlehaclland arly would

be a nonstarter in Congress. If politi intent on additi di support children, they should come in the

form of a direct subsidy Ibpnrents. There is no shortage of studies snggeslmgthn direct redistribution, such as the earned
income-tax credit, has positive effects for children. Rather than allocate nxpaye.rdolllrs to programs I.hal may harm children,
policymakers ahould expand the federal child tax credit or even ider further direct bsidies for parems. Parents

could then, at their d ion, use those rly education or to th itions that
their children live in at home.
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The pandemic has sharply highlighted decades of neglect of the indoor air quality (IAQ) in schools. Students,
parents, and teachers should enter a classroom with assurance that they are safe, m:ludmg the air they breathe.
Even classrooms tested only a few years after a new air system installation have ilation levels below
the minimum required rates®,

With incoming federal grants, our communities have a once-in-a-generation opportunity to improve our schools’
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems. However, the intended outcomes will only be achieved

if the sy are repaired, i i and maintained by technicians who are trained and certified;
efficiencies gained th ruugh new technologies are only as effective as the conditions under which they operate.

It is well known that HVAC systems serving educational facilities are in need of repair. A 2020 report by the United
States Government Accountability Office (GAO) estimated 41% of school districts need to update or replace the
existing HVAC systems in at least half of their schools, representing approximately 36,000 schools. Per the report,
“If not addressed, HVAC issues can result in health and safety problems.”?

Improving the performance of school HVAC systems not only saves energy and provides a safer and healthier
building environment, but it also has a significant correlation to student performance. In a 2017 literature review,
W. ). Fisk, a senior scientist with the Indoor Environment Group, summarized that eight studies reported
statistically significant improvements in some measures of student performance associated with increased
wventilation rates or lower CO; concentrations, with performance increases as high as 15%.%

As with any infrastructure and capital impr iti i ion to local ies can only occur
through a base of labor standards underlying the work as it is performed. Such standards include:

+ Prevailing wage, defined as the average wage paid to similarly employed workers in a specific occupation

in the category of intended employment. Contractors must compete for work on the criteria of who can

best train, best equip, and best manage a construction crew. It helps protect all workers against

* Chan, et al, Ventilation rates in California classrooms: Why many recent HVAC retrofits are not delivering sufficient
ventilation, Building and Environment Jaumal 167 (2020)

(hiips2 i/S0360132319306363).

* K-12 Education School Districts Frequently fdentified Multiple Building Systems Needing Updates or Replacement (Rep.
No. GAO-20-494). (June 4%, 2020). United States Government Accountability Office,

htipss/fwe Ao, TINTOT374,pdf

* Fisk, W. 1., The ventilation pmbltm in schools: literature review, Indoor Air, 20017;27:1039-1051

(bt ibrary.wiley. pdf10.1111/ina.12403)
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exploitation and research shows that it leads to increased worker productivity and safer job sites, all while
providing a family-sustaining wages to the dedicated, biue-collar workers on the job. Specifically Test,
Adjust, and Balance technicians and the field work of ventilation verification are applicable as sheet metal
work where not separately cited,

= Utilization of registered apprentices, the gold dard for kforce training. Prog provide
individuals with full-time jobs where they learn valuable on-the-job experience, complete necessary
classes, and earn good wages and benefits to become a highly skilled worker in construction trades.

# The ABC test to combat worker misclassification and wage theft. Worker misclassification is when
employers misclassify workers as “independent contractors,” thus, denying them access to fair pay,
overtime, health insurance, and other benefits. The “ABC test” is the solution. The ABC test protects
construction workers by presuming that they are “employees.” If an employer wants to classify a worker
as an independent contractor under these laws, the employer is required to show that the worker: (A) is
free from the employer's control, (B) is ily din an i ished trade or
business, and (C) performs work outside the scope of the employer’s core business.

* A neutrality agreement prior to project start. The employer and union agree to terms that allow for a
structured process, where the employer remains neutral, for workers to vote on forming or joining a union
where the workforce is not already unionized.

+  Local hire provisions. The employer agrees to hire local residents. The direct benefit to the community is
wages stay local, but also that it can lead to a better trained workforce on the front end and back end of
the project.

To address gaps of both building system perfe e and labor dards, we propose a physical of
the existing HVAC infrastructure, The assessment is to be performed by a skilled, trained, and certified technician
employed by entities adhering to workforce standards. Systems will be verified to meet or exceed the
recommendations of the World Health Organization (WHO)*, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC)®,
and the American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE)® as well as any
applu:ab!e local and state asencv school reopemns guidance, The resulting assessment report allows design

to make rec for repairs, des, or replacements with reduced
assurnphons School districts and building owners can then make educated decisions on proposed improvements.

* World Health Organization, Consi ions for school-related pnh!nc Iu:allh MECASUres in lhe context nfCOVFD 19
14, 2020) (hiips rint/publications-deta eralions 4l
the-context-of-covid-19); World Health Organization, Cmsbde l'orr pu'bhc Iu.-allh und socual nnn:mres in lhc wurkplace
|nﬂlcmmlof(.0VID 19(May10 2020) (httpszif who.i for-public-health-and
World Health Organization, Q& A: Venlllmwn and air

niext-of-covid-19);
conditioning in publlc spanes ul\d bul!dlnp and CO\"lD-]? ( Ju]y 29 2,020} ]mns A whei betailig-a-
entilati paces-and-bui 501

{Felmmr)' 3, 2021) hups:iiw ; Centers For

Disease Control and Preenum Inlenm Guudamoc- For

Disease 2019
(COVID-19) (January 4, 2021) i 9 huml)
* ASHRAE, J\SHRAI' rpbdcmlc Task Force:
hitps:/woww gsl i i ASHRAE, ASHRAE
Epidemic Tssk Fomc Core R \January o, 202!}

2w, file%6201il
m@m&m&m&mﬂ ASHRAE, ASHRAE Epudcmlc Taslc. chce Schools & Universities (Oclnber T 20.I}
fhwww.ashrae. file¥a20library/ hool
g\ndsm:: - pdiY;
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1. Ventilation Verification Assessment”

Filtration - Review system capacity and airflow to determine the highest Minimum Efficiency
Reporting Value (MERV) filtration for reducing contagions, replace or upgrade filters where
needed, and verify that such filters are installed correctly.

= MERV 12 or better filtration shall be installed in the facility’s HVAC system where feasible,
Ventilation Rate - Calculate the required ventilation rates for each occupied area based on the
actual occupancy. Physically verify that the ventilation rate meets or exceeds the minimum outside
air (OSA) rates set forth by the local jurisdiction,
Ventilation System Operation - Physically test all ventilation components for proper operation.
Air Distribution - Survey all inlets and outlets. Verify all ventilation is reaching the served zone
and there is adequate distribution.
Building Pressure - Verify the building pressure is per design and a negative p is
for ¢ i rooms porarily occupied by sick occupants.
Operational Controls - Review control sequences to verify systems will maintain intended
ventilation, P e, and humidity conditions during school operation. During unoccupied
hours, verify a daily flush is scheduled for three changes of building volume using outdoor air.
CO; Monitoring - As an indicator of proper ventilation throughout the school year, all classrooms
shall be equipped with a CO; monitor within each zone of the building.
Limited or No Existing Mechanical Ventilation. In cases where there is limited or no existing
mechanical ventilation, the assessment would then focus on available options and provide the
design p jional with doc ion to provide ilation options.

2. Design Professional Review — Submit the ilation Verification report to qualified design
professionals (licensed mechanical engineer, certified industrial hygienist (CIH), or mechanical design
professional as defined by state or provincial guidelines).

3. Repairs, Adj ! and L des — Work with the design professional to determine cost
effective options to improve ventilation, filtration energy efficiency for the students, parents and staff that
depend on a healthy learning environment.

Completing any replacements or adjustments to the system — such as increasing ventilation and filtration or
installing new equipment — without a physical assessment by a skilled, trained, and certified professional may
result in wasted funding, additional energy increases, and premature equipment failure with no assurance the
recommended strategies to reduce pathogen transmission and increase the indoor air quality were achieved.

Physical verification — and thereby ad] and/or repl; — of an HVAC system by a skilled, trained, and
certified technician will ensure accurate ventilation rates, functioning filtration, and achievement of the desired
outcome with money well spent to protect the health and safety of students, teachers, and parents.

NOMIC

A1 ENNY WA RLAT AT T

7 Ventilation Verification. Retrieved from hitps: ionli ilation-verification/
Training, Sample Assessment Test Sheets, Sample Method of Procedure
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[Questions submitted for the record and the responses by Mr.
McCluskey follow:]
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JOHM A YARMLTH TUCKEY

Mr. Neal McCluskey, Ph.D.

Director, Center for Educational Freedom
Cato Institute

1000 Massachusetts Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20001

Dear Mr, McCluskey,
I would like to thank you for testifying at the April 28, 2021 Committec on Education and Labor

hearing entitled “Building Back Better: Investing in Improving Schools, Creating Jobs, and
Strengthening Families and our Economy.”

Please find enclosed additional questi bmitted by C ittee bers following the
hearing. Please provide a written response no later than Thursday, May 13, 2021, for inclusion
in the official hearing record. Your responses should be sent to Mariah Mowbray and Rashage
Green of the Committee staff. They can be contacted at 202-225-3725 should you have any
questions.

1 appreciate your time and continued contribution to the work of the Committee.

Sincerely,

ROBERT C. “BOBBY” SCOTT
Chairman

Enclosure
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Committee on Education and Labor Hearing

“Building Back Better: Investing in Improving Schools, Creating Jobs, and
Strengthening

Families and our Economy™
Wednesday, April 28, 2021
12:00 p.m. (Eastern Time)

Questions for the Record to Neal McCluskey

Questions from Representative Russ Fulcher (R - 1D)

1.1 am concerned that under a “free” community college policy we will hurt the quality of
learning offered to students, and 1 am particularly worried about the proposal’s effects on
student-to-faculty ratios. What will happen to a community college’s on-time completion
rate, Pell Grants usage, and student loan default rates if President Biden's plan is

enacted?

President Biden has proposed making community college “free” to students. The specifics
of how he would do that are not clear. | will answer the segments of your question
according to approaches | think would be most applicable to them. I also note it is
inherently difficult to make predictions about policy effects because all people act as
individuals, facing varying circumstances, and different responses to policies can trigger
different outcomes and, often, further changes in policies. That is why unintended
consequences of laws so often become important - and painful.

On-time completion rates: Regardless of whether the mechanism to make
college free to students is aid to students so they can pay community college costs, or aid to
schools so they do not charge students in the first place, decreasing the cost to students will
likely i 1 1 for ity colleges. Unless the sector becomes more dynamic

than it currently is, it will not expand quickly enough to accommaodate this, leading to more

Cato i = 1000 h Ave. NW, i DC 20001
202-842-D200 = Fax: 202-842-3490 » www.cato,org
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shortages of courses and student assistance than exist in the already low-cost sector!,
reducing further its very poor on-time completion rate. For the cohort of students who
entered community colleges in 2014, only 40.2 percent had completed their studies at any
institution six years later.> C problems cited by ity college students are
limited student services, insufficient parking to arrive at class on time, and unavailable
courses.® Perhaps as conceming, evidence suggests community colleges are slow to adapt
to changes in workforce demands by ending old courses and starting new ones. Greatly
increased demand would not only overload the schools with students, it would likely lead
1o even worse matching to employer needs.*

Pell Grant usage: Whether the plan would increase Pell grant usage depends a loton
proposal details that currently do not exist. If the proposal is to fund community colleges
directly so that they do not charge students anything, Pell usage would likely decline
because students would have no tuition and fees to pay. Were “free” to include room and
board, it might decline even further. If the final plan is to make community college free by
supplying stud Iditional Pell funding to fully cover tuition and fees, and maybe room
and board, we would likely see Pell usage increase dramatically.

My expectation, based on how “free” college is likely perceived by the average person, is
there would be no charge to students for community college — “free” like public K-12
schools — in which case Pell usage would decline. It could, though, be a “last dollar™ plan
in which students pay nothing after they have used available aid, in which case we could
see Pell usage rise as more Pell-eligible people enroll in community colleges. The plan
could also provide “free” room and board funding on a last dollar basis, further stimulating
attendance and driving Pell usage up as more people sought free community college that
included room and board coverage. It is also possible the plan would be “first dollar” for
tuition and fees but leave Pell applicable to room and board, which might increase Pell
usage if many people chose to go to community college who otherwise would not have
chosen any college, or choose to pay for new room and board rather than, say, living with
relatives.

*The average tuition and fee charge at a community college ($3,377) is less than the average Pell Grant
{54,418). See "Table 330.10: Average undergraduate tuition, fees, room, and board rates charged for full-
time students in degree-granting postsecondary institutions, by level and control of institution: Selected
years, 1963-64 through 2019-20," D|gestuf Education Statlsm:, National Center for Education Statistics,

August 2020, b [inces.ed. fdiy fd. 20 330.10.asp?currentsyes, and National
Center for Education Statistics, “Financial Aid: What Is the Average Amount of Pell Grants Awarded to
Undergraduate

Students?“ ‘I'rend Generator

instit

December 2020, p. 4, hitps: refwp ds/Comp i
 Stephen R. Porter and Paul D. umbach 'What Challenses to SucoessDcCarnMUnhv College Sludents
Face?” Percontor, LLC, January, 2019, hitps://www.risc.college/sites/default/files/2019:

|

* Michel Grosz, "Do Postsecondary Training Pragrams Respond to Changes in the Labor Market?” Federal
TradeCommusIon workmg Paper no. 343, December 2019, hitps:/fwww ftc gov/reports/do-
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Student loan default rates: If “free” means no charges to students, these would likely
decline somewhat, but relatively few community college students - 18 percent® - currently
use student loans because the institutions are already relatively inexpensive. If “free” also
means that the federal government will pay one’s room and board costs, then student loan
default rates would probably decline even further as people who might have attended more
expensive four-year schools gravitated more towards community colleges for their first two
years. H , were the ity college proposal to spur so much demand for the
two-year schools that they had large waiting lists, large-scale moves from four-year
schools might not oceur.

2.Could “free” community college lead to a community college having to restrict access?
What types of students would be harmed if that were to happen? (I ask this given Idaho’s
community colleges are roughly one-third the cost of our public four-year colleges and

universities.)

This is a very real possibility; free community college could lead to restricting access to the
schools entirely, or to high-demand courses and programs. Again, if community colleges
do not expand to meet what would likely be greatly increased demand, they will have to
either start turning students away or force them to languish as they wait for specific courses
they need to graduate to come open. Failure to respond quickly to student needs is
currently a major pmhlem in community colleges, which are already very low cost.
Artificially i 1z d d by having taxp bear all the costs will only exacerbate
these problems.

Rationing would likely hurt low-income students the most because they have less ability to
pay to get a necessary course at another institution than wealthi b They also have
less ability to afford the opportunity costs of spending time unproductively in college,
killing time and money waiting for necessary murseg to come open. Many lower-income
students also have children and jobs, wh dents may be younger and live

with their parents, enabling them to more comfortably bide their time.

3.What are the kinds of *federal strings™ you could envision could come with federal
matching requirements for the two free years of community college under the American

Families Plan Act?

% Table 331,20: Full-time, first-time degree/ ki students enrolled in degree-

granting ions, by participation and werase amount awarded in financial aid
programs, and control and tevel of institution: 2000-01 through 2018-19, Digest of Education Statistics,
Natmnal Cenm for Edu:amn S(aﬁstlcs. Msuslmo
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[Questions submitted for the record and the responses by Mr.
Ried]l follow:]
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Mr. Brian Riedl

Senior Fellow in Budget, Tax and Economics
The Manhattan Institute

8315 Mount Vernon Highway

Alexandria, VA 22309

Dear Mr. Riedl,

1 would like to thank you for testifying at the April 28, 2021 Committee on Education and Labor
hearing entitled *Building Back Better: Investing in Improving Schools, Creating Jobs, and
Strengthening Families and our Economy.”

Please find enclosed additional questions submitted by C i bers following the
hearing. Please provide a written response no later than Thursday, May 13, 2021, for inclusion
in the official hearing record. Your responses should be sent to Mariah Mowbray and Rashage
Green of the Committee staff. They can be contacted at 202-225-3725 should you have any
questions.

| appreciate your time and continued contribution to the work of the Committee.

Sincerely,

ROBERT C. “BOBBY” SCOTT
Chairman

Enclosure
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“Building Back Better: I g in Improving Schools, Creating Jobs, and Strengthening Families
and our Economy™

Wednesday, April 28, 2021

Brian Riedl
Senior Fellow, the Manhatian Institute;

Representative Russ Fulcher (R - 1D)

I am worried about the federal government dictating to states what states can and cannot spend money on,
Can you speak to how Medicare mandates from the federal level have shifted budget priorities at the state
level? What unintended consequences could oceur if the federal government enters into a “federal-state
partnership™ with a state to provide “free” community college?

Brian Riedl

Medicaid is an example of the federal go taking fi ial ibility for state government
benefits. But when one level of government is doing the spending, and another level of government is doing
most of the taxing, ac bility ddled and the incentives b back ds, For Medicaid
the matching fund formula means that states have every incentive to pend, b doing so i

their federal subsidy. Consequently, states expand Medicaid first during booms, and restrain it Ia.sl during
recessions. States also employ gimmicks to create the false app of higher Medicaid

collect additional federal matching grants. This combines with federal restrictions on how Medicaid must be
designed and what benefits must be provided to create an expensive, fossilized, bureaucratic, inefficient
program. Medicaid health outcomes are not strong given the amount of money spent.

Similar issues are i with “free” ity college fi 1 by the federal government. While
details of the President’s plan are sparse, Washington will likely have to choose between massive federal
cost BeITInS, OF heavy fbdcml regulation of state community colleges to keep costs down. If the program is
d d as an op d hing grant like Medicaid, then states will have every incentive to steeply
increase college funding to secure more “free” federal money. This may lead Washington to regulate local
community college budgets to keep such costs from rising. Ultimately the result is the federalization of local
college administration, and steep cost overruns as well. As soon as Washi declares itself responsible for
financing a state-provided benefit, both costs and federal regulations inev uably soar, The simple lesson is
that accountability demands that the level of government that provides the benefits should also do the taxing.

[Whereupon, at 4:05 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.]
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